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INTRODUCTION 


The  City  of  Fayetteville  and  its  surrounding  area  have  experienced  a  phe- 
nominal  population  growth  over  the  last  two  decades.  During  this  period,  the 
number  of  people  in  Cumberland  County/which  includes  the  urban  area  of  Fay- 
etteville, grew  from  59,320  persons  in  1940  to  148,418  in  1960;  this  represented 
an  increase  of  150  per  cent  and  moved  Cumberland  County  from  the  twelfth  most 
populous  county  in  North  Carolina  in  1940  to  the  fifth  in  1960.  In  an  area  of 
exploding  growth  such  as  this,  long-range  planning  to  insure  sound  development 
becomes  critically  important. 

Our  community's  long-range  planning  program  is  attempting  to  provide  a 
program  that  is  sound, practical, and  comprehensive;  one  that  can  help  us  toward 
a  more  efficient,  economical,  convenient,  and  livable  pattern  of  future  land 
development — for  the  present  and  future  residents  of  our  community.  Therefore, 
a  thorough  analysis  of  the  population  becomes  a  basic  tool  in  long-range  plan- 
ning. 

The  sole  function  of  any  city  is  to  serve  the  people  who  live  in  it  and"use" 
it.  Urban  living  has  become  a  complex  and  interdependent  relationship  between 
both  man  and  his  fellow  man,  and  man  and  his  urban  environment.  Comprehen- 
sive community  planning  deals  with  this  latter  relationship  between  man  and  his 
urban  environment  and  is  the  basis  on  which  this  report  was  prepared.  We  need 
to  have  a  greater  knowledge  and  understanding  about  the  people  of  our  commu- 
nity who  must  "use"  its  myriad  facilities. 

The  study  is  divided  into  three  parts.  In  Part  One, "The  Study  Area,"  the 
areas  within  our  community  that  are  referred  to  throughout  the  study  are  defined, 
and  a  map  showing  their  locations  is  provided  for  reference. 

The  second  part,  "Population  Characteristics,"  is  designed  to  present  a 
composite  picture  of  the  people  in  our  community;  their  ages,  sex,  race,  em- 
ployment, occupation,  income,  marital  status,  and  educational  attainment — as 
tabulated  in  reports  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Census.  A  knowledge  of  the  characte- 
ristics of  our  people  is  a  necessary  first  step  in  assessing,  for  example,  the  types 


of  community  facilities  needed  in  our  community.  It  also  helps  in  determining 
the  amount  of  space  required  for  facilities  such  as  schools,  recreational  areas, 
and  the  like. 

Part  Three,  "Population  Growth  and  Distribution,"  gives  us  a  picture  of 
the  historical  trends  in  the  growth  of  the  population  of  our  community,  and  its 
distribution  throughout  the  area.  Building  upon  a  knowledge  of  trends  in  popu- 
lation characteristics  and  growth,  estimates  are  made  of  the  future  population  of 
our  community.  Planning  studies  concerned  with  land  use,  streets  and  through- 
fares,  community  facilities  such  as  schools,  libraries,  and  recreational  areas,  and 
other  elements  of  the  long-range  planning  program — each  of  these  must  be  based 
on  the  "growth  potential"  of  the  urban  area.  Meeds  for  public  facilities  must  be 
justified  in  terms  of  adequacy  and  service  not  only  for  the  present  population  in 
our  community,  but  also  for  the  future  population. 

Throughout  the  study  tables  and  graphs  depicting  important  points  are  in- 
cluded in  an  attempt  to  present  the  clearest  understanding  of  the  subject  matter. 
Summaries  of  important  points  are  located  near  the  ends  of  major  sections  of  the 
study.  In  the  appendix  we  have  included  basic  population  data  which  may  be 
useful  to  various  agencies  and  individuals. 

The  main  reference  materials  used  in  the  study  were  the  United  States  cen- 
suses of  population,  published  at  ten-year  intervals  by  the  Census  Bureau.  The 
most  recent  census  of  population  was  made  in  1960.  The  conclusions  presented 
in  this  study  represent  primarily  the  results  of  an  analysis  of  this  data  as  well  as 
other  statistics  computed  from  this  data. 

It  is  our  hope  that  the  information  contained  inthis  study  will  lend  abetter 
understanding  of  the  population  in  the  Fayetteville  area  to  those  individuals  and 
agencies,  both  public  and  private,  who  are  concerned  about  the  welfare  of  our 
community. 


PART  ONE: 

STUDY    AREA 


THE    STUDY   AREA 


Definition 

A  city's  influence  does  not  stop  at  its  corporate  boundaries,  but  extends 
into  the  urban  fringe  area  that  surrounds  it.  Quite  often  this  fringe  is  as  much 
a  part  of  the  city  as  if  it  were  within  the  city's  limits.  Many  of  the  residents  of 
the  fringe  are  former  residents  of  the  city,  or  children  of  present  residents.  They 
work,  shop,  and  play  in  the  city  and  many  spend  more  of  their  waking  hours  in 
the  city  than  in  the  fringe.  It  would  be  somewhat  arbitrary  and  unrealistic  if  a 
study  of  theFayetteville  population  was  limited  to  those  residing  within  its  cor- 
porate limits,  because  corporate  limits  can  and  do  change.  Fayetteville's  changed 
36  times  between  1951  and  1960.  Most  of  the  people  now  residing  in  the  fringe 
areas  around  the  City  will  probably  be  residents  of  the  City  at  some  future  date. 
Therefore,  the  population  study  area  should  be  an  area  which  includes  this  fringe 
population  as  well  as  the  population  of  the  City. 

The  Planning  Department  has  designated  the  area  shown  in  Plate  1  as  the 
Fayetteville  planning  area.  Its  boundaries  extend  well  beyond  the  city  limits  of 
Fayetteville.  This  area,  which  is  the  study  area  for  this  report,  is  the  area  in 
which  the  Planning  Department  feels  that  Fayetteville's  future  growth  and  devel- 
opment will  take  place  during  the  planning  period,   1960-1980. 

The  planning  area  has  been  divided  into  two  parts  for  this  study:  the  urban 
area  and  the  rural  fringe.  Fayetteville,  in  1960,  did  not  meet  United  States 
Bureau  of  the  Census  requirements  for  either  an  "Urbanized  Area"  or  a  "Standard 
Metropolitan  Statistical  Area,"  the  two  types  of  urban  areas  in  North  Carolina 
for  which  definite  boundaries  are  established  by  the  Bureau,  and  for  which  the 
most  detailed  census  information  is  compiled.  The  main  reason  that  Fayetteville 
did  not  meet  these  requirements  was  because  the  City  itself  had  less  than  50,000 
inhabitants.  Therefore,  the  boundary  of  the  Fayetteville  urban  area  was  picked 
by  the  Planning  Department;  it  includes  all  of  the  population  in  the  planning 
area  defined  as  urban  by  the  1960  census.1  The  rural  fringe  is  the  remainder  of 
the  planning  area  which  was  not  defined  as  urban  by  the  census. 


^he  Bureau  of  the  Census'  definition  of  Urban,  as  applicable  to  North 
Carolina,  includes  all  incorporated  or  unincorporated  places  of  2,500  inhabit- 
ants or  more,  and  the  densely  settled  fringe  of  "urbanized  areas." 


Distribution 

The  total  population  of  the  Fayetteville  planning  area  in  1960  was 78,006. 
Of  this  total,  66,073  persons  resided  in  the  urban  area,  and  11,933  persons  re- 
sided in  the  rural  fringe.  The  urban  area  was  made  up  of  the  City  of  Fayette- 
ville, with  47, 106  inhabitants,  and  five  unincorporated  urban  places:  Bonnie 
Doone,  East  Fayetteville,  Fayetteville  North,  Owens,  and  South  Fayetteville 
which  had  a  combined  population  of  18,967. 

TABLE  1 

1960  DISTRIBUTION  OF  POPULATION 
IN  THE  PLANNING  AREA 

.                                   Urban  Fringe               Urban  Area             Planning  Area 
2[^ No.      % No.        % No.        % 

Urban  Area  66,073  (84.7) 

Fayetteville  City  47, 106  (71 .3) 

Urban  Fringe  18,967  (28.7) 

Bonnie  Doone  4,481  (6.8) 

East  Fayetteville  2,797(4.2) 

Fayetteville  North  3,071  (4.6) 

Owens  5,207  (7.9) 

South  Fayetteville  3,411  (5.2) 

Rural  Fringe  11,933(15.3) 

Total  18,967(28.7)  66,073(100.0)        78,006(100.0) 


The  distribution  of  population  within  the  planning  area  is  summarized  in 
Table  1 .  The  five  urban  places  are  located  adjacent  to  the  City  of  Fayetteville 
and  constitute  its  urban  fringe.  All  of  the  names  and  boundaries  of  these  urban 
places  may  not  be  entirely  familiar  to  Fayetteville  residents;  they  were  named 
and  delineated  by  the  Bureau  of  the  Census  for  purposes  of  reporting  census  in- 
formation. 

The  boundaries  of  the  city  and  the  urban  area  obviously  will  not  remain 
constant.  They  will  expand  over  the  years.  By  1980,  the  urban  area  will  in- 
clude the  present  urban  area  plus  much  of  the  land  in  the  planning  area  not  now 
classified  as  urban.  Part  Two  of  this  report,  "Population  Characteristics,"  deals 
primarily  with  the  urban  area  as  it  existed  in  1960.  In  the  third  part,  "Popu- 
lation Growth  and  Distribution,"  estimates  are  presented  of  the  1980 population 
for  the  County,  planning  area,  and  City. 


PLANNING    AREA 
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PART  TWO: 


POPULATION 
CHARACTERISTICS 


POPULATION    CHARACTERISTICS 


In  this  part  of  the  study,  *he  composition  of  the  1960  Fayetteville  urban 
area  population  by  age,  sex,  race,  and  various  social  and  economic  character- 
istics are  examined.  The  urban  area  population  is  compared  to  that  of  urban 
North  Carolina,  which  is  the  composite  population  of  all  North  Carolina  urban 
areas.  Urban  North  Carolina  was  chosen  because  it  was  felt  that  it  wasa better 
unit  of  reference  than  individual  cities  in  the  State,  or  the  State  as  a  whole. 
Fayetteville  City  is  also  compared  toits  urban  fringe  to  show  differences  between 
these  two  areas,  and  the  relative  effect  that  each  has  on  the  population  of  the 
urban  area  as  a  whole. 


COMPOSITION 

Urban  Area  by  Age  and  Sex 

The  total  populations,  by  age  and  sex,  of  the  Fayetteville  urban  area  and 
urban  North  Carolina  in  1960  are  shown  in  Table  2.  It  is  readily  apparent  from 
this  table  that  the  urban  area  had  a  predominantly  young  population, especially 
when  compared  to  urban  North  Carolina.  The  median  age  is  that  age  which  di- 
vides the  population  in  half — one  half  is  younger  than  this  age,  the  other  half 
is  older.  For  the  urban  area,  the  median  age  was  only  22.9  years,  compared 
to  27.5  years  for  urban  North  Carolina.  In  the  urban  area, 77. 2  per  cent  of  the 
population  were  under  40,  compared  to  67.8  per  cent  for  urban  North  Carolina. 
Those  under  15  included  36.6  per  cent  of  the  urban  area  population,  compared 
to  31 .2  per  cent  for  urban  North  Carolina. 

The  "youthful ness"  of  the  urban  area's  population  is  also  reflected  in  the 
percentage  of  its  persons  65  and  over,  which  was  less  than  that  for  Urban  North 
Carolina.  For  the  urban  area,  4.2  per  cent  of  the  population  were  65  and  over, 
compared  to  6.8  per  cent  for  urban  North  Carolina. 

In  comparing  the  number  of  males  with  the  number  of  females  the  "sex  ra- 
tio" is  very  useful.  The  sex  ratio  is  the  number  of  males  for  1,000  females.  In 
Table  2,  the  sex  ratios  seem  to  indicate  that  more  males  are  born  than  females. 
However,  because  males  are  more  prone  to  move  to  places  of  better  economic 
opportunity  than  are  females,  and  also  because  females  have  a  longer  life  ex- 
pectancy, the  majority  of  the  population  were  female  in  both  the  urban  area 
and  urban  North  Carolina. 
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In  the  urban  area,  females  outnumbered  males  by  the  greatest  amount  in 
age  group  15-19.  There  are  several  possible  explanations  for  this.  College  stu- 
dents and  members  of  the  armed  forces  are  counted  by  census  enumerators  as 
being  residents  of  the  place  where  their  college  or  base  is  located.  Many  of 
Fayettevi lie's  native  young  men  between  the  ages  of  15  and  19  were  probably 
away  in  service  or  in  college  in  another  area.  Since  the  military  reservations 
nearby  are  not  located  in  the  urban  area  as  defined  by  the  census,  the  military 
personnel,  dependents,  and  others  living  on  the  bases  were  not  included  in  the 
urban  area  population.  Thus  the  persons  residing  on  the  bases  did  not  offset  the 
deficiency  caused  by  native  males  away  in  service  or  college.  Another  possible 
reason  for  the  preponderance  of  females  in  this  age  group  is  the  male's  greater 
tendency  toward  mobility.  When  young  males  reach  the  ages  of  15  to  19  and 
suddenly  find  themselvesin  need  of  work,  especially  of  an  unskilled  nature,  they 
are  more  prone  to  move  out  of  the  area  in  search  of  employment  opportunities 
than  are  females.  There  is  also  the  probability  that  females  from  rural  areas 
find  the  many  clerical  and  sales  jobs  in  the  urban  area  attractive  and  move  here 
to  take  these  positions. 

For  the  older  age  groups,  the  excess  of  females  over  mal  es  is  typi  cal  through- 
out the  country  dje  to  females'  longer  life  expectancy. 

Perhaps  the  best  way  to  visualize  the  age  structure  of  a  population  is  by 
the  use  of  a  graph  called  a  population  pyramid.  This  graph  shows  the  percentage 
of  the  population  by  sex  in  each  age  group.  A  population  pyramid  for  the  Fay- 
ettevi He  urban  area  with  a  pyramid  for  urban  North  Carolina  superimposed  (dotted 
lines)  is  shown  in  Figure  I  on  page  15.  The  greater  concentration  of  the  urban 
area's  population  in  the  age  groups  below  40  is  readily  apparent  in  this  figure. 

The  length  of  the  lower  bar  of  the  pyramid, which  measures  the  percentage 
of  the  population  under  five  years  of  age,  is  an  indication  of  the  fertility  of  the 
population.  Fertility  refers  to  the  capacity  of  the  population  to  reproduce  itself. 
The  lower  bar  of  the  urban  area  pyramid  is  considerably  longer  than  the  one  for 
urban  North  Carolina  indicating  that  the  urban  area  population  was  much  more 
fertile.  Another  measure  of  fertility  is  the  "fertility  ratio"  which  is  the  number 
of  children  under  five  years  old  per  1,000  women  of  child-bearing  age.  Child- 
bearing  age  is  usually  considered  to  be  between  the  ages  of  15  and  44.  For  the 
urban  area,  the  fertility  ratio  was  622,  which  was  far  higher  than  the  ratio  of 
502  for  urban  North  Carolina. 

Another  implication  of  the  age  structure  of  a  population  is  in  the  number 
of  "dependents"  in  that  population.  Generally  speaking,  the  population  below 
age  15  and  above  age  64  are  unemployed  and  often  dependent  on  persons  be- 
tween these  ages  for  support.  The  "dependency  ratio"  is  a  way  of  measuring  this 
dependency.    It  is  expressed  as  the  number  of  persons  below  age  15  and  above 
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64  per  1,000  persons  between  these  ages.  In  the  urban  area,  this  ratio  was  689. 
For  urban  North  Carolina,  however,  the  dependency  ratio  was  616.  Thus,  the 
urban  area  had  a  more  "dependent"  population  than  did  urban  North  Carolina. 
This  higher  dependency  in  the  urban  area  occurred  due  to  the  concentration  of 
persons  in  the  younger  age  groups  and  despite  a  lesser  concentration  in  the  eld- 
erly age  groups. 

Referring  again  to  the  population  pyramids  in  Figure  l,it  can  be  seen  that 
the  bars  for  age  groups  20-24  and  25-29  are  slightly  indented  for  urban  North 
Carolina,  while  the  bars  for  the  same  group  in  the  urban  area  have  a  slight  "pro- 
tuberance." These  age  groups  contain  the  persons  who  were  born  between  1930 
and  1940.  Urban  North  Carolina's  indentation  for  these  ages  probably  reflects 
the  lowered  birth  rates  of  the  Depression  years.  The  fact  that  the  effects  of  the 
Depression  are  not  manifested  in  the  age  structure  of  the  urban  area  population 
indicates  that  there  was  a  net  in-migration  of  persons  of  these  ages  into  the  urban 
area.  This  apparent  in-migration  will  be  examined  in  greater  detail  when  the 
racial  composition  of  the  population  is  studied. 

City  and  Urban  Fringe  by  Age  and  Sex 

The  populations  of  the  urban  fringe  and  Fayetteville  City  by  age  and  sex 
are  shown  in  Table  3.  Although  the  urban  fringe  had  a  much  smaller  total  pop- 
ulation than  the  City,  it  had  a  significant  effect  on  the  age  structure  of  the 
total  urban  area  population.  The  median  age  for  the  City's  population  was  23.9 
years,  compared  to  only  20.9  years  for  the  urban  fringe.  For  the  City  of  Fay- 
etteville, 74.8  per  cent  of  the  population  were  less  than  40  years  old,  com- 
pared to  84.5  per  cent  for  the  fringe.  Similarly,  in  the  young  age  group  of  per- 
sons below  15,  the  City  had  34.9  per  cent  of  its  population  compared  to  41 . 1 
per  cent  for  the  fringe. 

The  urban  fringe  seemed  to  be  made  up  largely  of  young  married  couples 
with  small  children.  As  the  population  pyramid  in  Figure  2  shows,  the  "protu- 
berance" at  age  groups  20-29  was  more  pronounced  in  the  fringe  than  in  the 
City.  The  fringe  had  52.5  per  cent  of  its  population  concentrated  in  age  groups 
0-9  and  20-29  compared  to  only  42.2  per  cent  of  the  City's  population  in  the 
same  age  groups. 

There  is  also  a  slightly  more  equal  distribution  of  the  population  by  sex 
in  the  fringe  than  in  the  City.  Males  constituted  48.9  per  cent  of  the  fringe 
population,  and  47.4  per  cent  of  the  population  of  the  City. 

The  age  structure  of  the  urban  fringe  is  most  lively  the  result  of  a  combi- 
nation of  several  influences.  A  large  portion  of  the  fringe  is  populated  by  mil- 
itary personnel  and   their  families,  who  are  largely  young  married   couples  with 
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FIGURE      1 

1960     POPULATION     PYRAMIDS      FOR     THE 

URBAN     AREA     AND     URBAN      NORTH     CAROLINA 
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FIGURE      2 
1960     POPULATION     PYRAMIDS      FOR      THE     CITY 
OF      FAYETTEVILLE      AND     THE      URBAN      FRINGE 
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young  children.  While  this  is  peculiar  toFayetteville,there  is  another  influence 
which  is  generally  true  in  all  cities— suburbanization.  When  a  young  couple 
marries,  they  normally  move  from  their  parents'  home  and  seek  a  new  home  of 
their  own.  Most  of  the  new  housing  available  is  located  in  the  suburbs.  Parents 
with  small  children  also  tend  to  prefer  the  relative  openness  of  the  fringe  to  the 
congestion  of  the  central  city  as  an  environment  in  which  to  raise  their  children. 

Urban  Area  by  Race 

In  comparing  the  white  and  non-white  races  in  the  urban  area  with  those 
in  urban  North  Carolina,  several  things  stand  out.  First,  the  urban  area  had  a 
larger  percentage  of  non-whites  in  its  total  population  than  did  the  urban  North 
Carolina;  secondly,  for  both  the  urban  area  and  urban  North  Carolina,  an  out- 
migration  of  young  non-whites  who  were  predominantly  male  is  indicated;  thirdly, 
both  the  whites  and  non=whitesin  the  urban  area  were  significantly  youngerpop- 
ulations  than  their  urban  North  Carolina  counterparts;  fourthly,  the  non-whites 
in  the  urban  area  and  those  in  urban  North  Carolina  were  significantly  younger 
than  the  whites  in  those  areas;  fifthly,  both  the  whites  and  non-whites  in  the 
urban  area  were  far  more  fertile  than  their  urban  North  Carolina  counterparts; 
and  finally,  the  non-whites  in  both  the  urban  area  and  urban  North  Carolina 
were  far  more  fertile  than  the  whites  of  these  areas. 

The  fact  that  the  urban  area  had  a  larger  percentage  of  non-whites  in  its 
total  population  than  urban  North  Carolina  is  borne  out  in  Table  4.  Non-whites 
constituted  32.0  per  cent  of  the  population  of  the  urban  area,  and  only  25.4 
per  cent  of  the  urban  North  Carolina  population. 

An  out-migration  of  young  non-whites  is  suggested  by  the  abrupt  drop  in 
the  "race  ratio"  (number  of  non-whites  per  1,000  whites)  after  age  19.  The  drop 
in  the  race  ratio  is  most  apparent  in  the  20-24  age  group,  and  is  readily  notice- 
able up  to  age  39.  In  the  urban  area,  this  drop  in  race  ratio  is  apparently  due 
to  the  combined  effects  of  white  in-migration  and  non-white  out-migration.  An 
indication  that  this  out-migration  is  predominantly  male  is  borne  out  by  the  ex- 
treme drop  in  the  sex  ratio  for  the  urban  area  non-white  population  in  these  age 
groups.  The  out-migration  of  non-white  males  of  these  ages  seemstobe  a  general 
trend  throughout  the  South  and  is  usually  due  to  the  search  for  better  economic 
opportunities  in  northern  cities. 

A  picture  of  the  relative  "youth fulness"  of  non-whites  in  both  the  urban 
area  and  in  urban  North  Carolina  can  be  gotten  from  the  population  pyramids  in 
Figure  3.  In  this  figure  the  non-white  population  is  superimposed  on  the  white 
population  for  each  of  those  areas.  The  wider  bases  of  the  non-white  pyramids 
indicate  a  younger  population.  This  fact  is  further  borne  out  by  the  younger 
median  age  of  the  non-whites  in  the  urban  area  of  20.5  years,  when  compared 
to  23.8  years  for  the  whites.  Similarly,  urban  North  Carolina  non-whites  had  a 
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younger  median  age  of  23.7  years,  when  compared  to  28.7  years  for  urban  North 
Carolina  whites.  It  is  also  apparent  from  these  median  ages  that  forboth  whites 
and  non-whites,  the  urban  area  had  a  significantly  younger  population  than  their 
urban  North  Carolina  counterparts. 

The  youthfulness  of  non-whites  in  both  the  urban  area  and  urban  North 
Carolina  is  further  borne  out  by  the  non-whites'  higher  dependency  ratio.  For 
the  urban  area,  the  dependency  ratio  was  806  for  non-whites,  and  only  639  for 
whites.  Similarly,  the  dependency  ratio  for  urban  North  Carolina  non-whites 
was  743,  and  only  576  for  whites. 

As  would  be  expected  because  of  their  youthfulness,  the  urban  area  popu- 
lation of  both  races  were  far  more  fertile  than  those  in  urban  North  Carolina. 
The  non-white  and  white  fertility  ratios  for  the  urban  area  were  692  and  590, 
compared  to  the  fertility  ratios  of  617and  465  for  the  non-white  and  white  races 
of  urban  North  Carolina. 

City  and  Urban  Fringe  by  Race 

In  1960,  a  much  larger  percentage  of  the  population  were  non-white  in 
the  City  than  in  the  fringe;  35.9  per  cent  in  the  City  and  22.3  per  cent  in  the 
fringe.  As  was  the  case  for  the  youthfulness  of  the  total  population,  the  fringe 
had  a  significant  effect  on  the  youthfulness  of  the  white  and  non-white  popula- 
tion of  the  urban  area.  Both  the  white  and  the  non-white  populations  of  the 
urban  fringe  had  a  greater  percentage  of  their  population  under  15  years  old 
than  either  the  white  or  non-white  population  in  the  City. 

Figure  4  indicates  that  most  of  the  in-migration  of  white  population  be- 
tween the  ages  of  20  and  29  into  the  urban  area  has  taken  place  in  the  urban 
fringe.  The  sex  ratios  in  Table  6  indicate  that  an  out-migration  of  non-white 
males  between  the  ages  of  15  and  34  has  occurred  in  both  the  City  and  the  fringe. 

The  highest  fertility  ratio  (860),  the  highest  dependency  ratio  (935),  and 
the  lowest  median  age  (17.9  years)  of  any  population  in  the  urban  area  were 
found  inthe  non-white  population  of  the  urban  fringe.  The  lowest  fertility  ratio 
(523),  the  lowest  dependency  ratio  (601),  and  the  highest  median  age  (25.1)  of 
any  population  in  the  urban  area  were  found  in  the  white  population  of  the  City. 
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FIGURE     3 
1960    POPULATION     PYRAMIDS    FOR  THE  WHITE   AND    NON-WHITE 
POPULATIONS    OF  THE   URBAN    AREA    AND  URBAN   NORTH  CAROLINA 
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urban  north    Carolina 


FIGURE    4 
1960    POPULATION     PYRAMIDS    FOR    THE    WHITE     AND    NON-WHITE 
POPULATIONS    OF     FAYETTEVILLE     CITY    AND    THE   URBAN   FRINGE 
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Summary  of  1960  Population  Composition 

The  population  of  the  Fayetteville  urban  area  was  young  and  fertile,  with 
a  fairly  equal  distribution  among  the  sexes.  This  high  fertility  resulted  inarel- 
atively  "dependent"  population,  especially  in  the  urban  fringe.  There  has  been 
an  apparent  out-migration  of  young  adult  non-white  n(ales,and  an  apparent  in- 
migration  of  young  adult  whites  of  both  sexes.  This  in-migration  is  more  notice- 
able in  the  urban  fringe  and  is  due  largely  to  the  presence  of  the  military  instal- 
lations in  the  area  and  also  the  process  of  "suburbanization."  Non-whites  con- 
stituted less  than  one-third  of  the  urban  area  population, with  a  greater  propor- 
tion  located   in  the  City  than  in  the  fringe. 

Table  7  on  the  previous  page  contains  a  summary  of  the  composition  of  the 
urban  area,  urban  North  Carolina,  and  the  urban  fringe  populations. 

Past  Trends  in  the  Composition  of  Fayettevi lie's  Population 

A  discussion  of  past  trends  in  the  composition  of  the  population  by  age, 
sex,  and  race  must  be  limited  to  the  population  of  the  City  of  Fayetteville  due 
to  the  lack  of  historical  data  on  the  urban  fringe.  With  the  exception  of  one 
area  in  1950,  which  is  now  the  Massey  Hill  area,  none  of  the  fringe  was  clas- 
sified as  urban  prior  to  1960. 

Population  pyramids  for  selected  Fayetteville  City  populations  for  1940, 
1950, and  1960 are  shown  in  figure  6.  The  narrow  bases  of  the  pyramids  for  1940 
show  the  effect  of  the  lowered  birth  rate  during  the  Depression  years.  The  po- 
pulation at  that  time  was  an  aging  population.  The  median  age  had  increased 
from  23.3  years  in  1930  to  25.6  years  in  1940. 

The  1950  pyramids  show  the  combined  effect  of  the  tremendous  in-migra- 
tion in  the  20-29  age  group  and  the  increased  birth  rates  of  the  preceding  dec- 
ade. The  indentation  of  the  pyramids  for  the  5-14  age  groups  reflects  the  lower 
birth  rates  of  the  30's  and  early  40's.  The  indentations  of  the  age  group  15-19 
is  probably  caused  by  persons  away  in  service  or  in  college.  The  median  age  in 
1950  remained  the  same  as  in  1940. 

The  pyramids  for  1960  show  a  young  and  fertile  population.  The  broad 
base  indicates  a  continued  high  birth  rate.  The  "protuberance"  at  age  group 
20-24  is  still  apparent  due  to  the  in-migration  of  whites  in  that  age  group.  There 
was  also  a  larger  percentage  of  the  population  in  the  older  age  groups  than  in 
previous  decades. 

Table  8  contains  a  summary  of  trends  in  population  characteristics  for  Fay- 
etteville City  for  the  past  three  decades.    It  is  apparent  from  this  table  that  the 
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FIGURE     5 

POPULATION     PYRAMIDS     FOR    SELECTED 

FAYETTEVILLE    CITY    POPULATIONS 

1940-1960 


1940 


1950 


1960 


55-59 
50- 14 

45-49 


70-74 
65-«9 
60-44 
55-59 
50-54 

40-44 
35-39 
30-34 
25-29 
20-24 


er     cent     of     selected     population 


25-29 
20-24 

15-19 


U.  S.  CofHuw  of  Population:     1940-1960 
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percentage  of  the  population  under  14  and  over  65  years  of  age  is  increasing; 
the  distribution  of  population  by  sex  is  staying  roughly  the  same;  and  the  per- 
centage of  the  population  that  is  non-white  has  been  steadily  decreasing  since 
1930. 


TABLE  8 


SUMMARY  OF  TRENDS  IN  THE  COMPOSITION  OF 
THE  POPULATION  FOR  FAYETTEVILLE  CITY 


1930 

1940 

1950 

1960 

Per  cent  under  15 

30.6 

27.1 

29.0 

34.9 

Per  cent  15-64 

66.1 

69.2 

67.2 

60.3 

Per  cent  65  and  over 

3.3 

3.7 

3.8 

4.8 

Per  cent  Male 

46.4 

47.2 

47.7 

47.4 

Per  cent  Non-white 

41.1 

39.9 

37.4 

35.9 

Source:    U.  S.  Censuses 

of  Population: 

1930-1960. 

SOCIO-ECONOMIC  CHARACTERISTICS 

Employment  Status 

The  total  labor  force  as  defined  by  the  Bureau  of  the  Census  includes  all 
those  persons  14years  old  and  older  who  are  either  employed  or  actively  seeking 
employment.  In  I960,  42,760  persons,  or  64.7  per  cent  of  the  urban  area  po- 
pulation, were  14  years  old  or  over.  For  urban  North  Carolina,  which  had  an 
"older"  population,  70.2  per  cent  of  the  population  were  in  this  age  group. 

Of  those  persons  in  the  urban  area  who  were  14  and  over,  some  56.3  per 
cent  were  either  employed  or  actively  seeking  employment  and  thus  in  the  total 
labor  force.    This  compares  to  59.9  per  cent  for  urban  North  Carolina. 

The  smaller  participation  for  the  urban  area  is  due  to  the  fact  that  the  fe- 
males in  the  urban  area  participated  to  a  far  lesser  extend  in  the  labor  force  than 
they  did  in  urban  North  Carolina's  population.  In  the  urban  area, 34. 9  per  cent 
of  the  females  14  and  over  participated  in  the  labor  force,  compared  to  44.  3 
per  cent  for  urban  North  Carolina.  Males  in  the  urban  area,  on  the  other  hand, 
actually  participated  in  the  labor  force  to  a  greater  extent  than  they  did  in  urban 
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North  Carolina;  for  the  urban  area,81 .0  per  cent  of  the  males  14  and  over  were 
in  the  labor  force,  compared  to  77.9  per  cent  for  urban  North  Carolina. 

The  total  labor  force  is  divided  into  the  civilian  labor  force,  which  in- 
cludes both  the  employed  and  the  unemployed,  and  armed  forces  personnel. 
Armed  forces  personnel  in  the  urban  area  numbered  4,885  persons,  or  20.3  per 
cent  of  the  total  labor  force.  This  is  understandably  far  in  excess  of  the  1.5 
per  cent  of  the  urban  North  Carolina  labor  force  in  the  armed  forces. 

In  computing  the  unemployment  percentage,  the  civilian  labor  force  is 
used  as  a  base.  In  the  urban  area,  5.2  per  cent  of  the  civilian  labor  force  were 
unemployed  in  1960.  For  urban  North  Carolina, the  percentage  was  slightly  less 
at  4.7  per  cent. 

In  looking  at  the  City-fringe  comparison,  the  biggest  difference  between 
the  two  areas  was  in  the  percentage  of  the  total  labor  force  in  the  armed  forces. 
The  City  had  15.6  per  cent  of  its  total  labor  force  in  the  armed  forces,  com- 
pared to  33.2  per  cent  of  the  labor  force  of  the  fringe.  The  fringe  furnished 
43. 6  per  cent  of  all  the  armed  forces  personnel  living  in  the  urban  area  in  1960. 

The  extent  of  participation  in  the  total  labor  force  by  persons  14  and  over 
was  practically  identical  for  the  City  and  the  fringe — 56.3  per  cent  for  theCity 
and  56.2  per  cent  for  the  fringe.  Similarly,  the  unemployment  percentages  were 
very  similar;  5.4  per  cent  of  the  fringe  civilian  labor  force  were  unemployed, 
compared  to  5.2  per  cent  for  the  City. 

Occupation 

The  occupations  of  employed  members  of  the  civilian  labor  force  in  1960 
are  shown  in  Table  10.  For  the  urban  area,  of  the  seven  largest  occupational 
groups,  no  single  group  claimed  a  percentage  of  the  total  far  in  excess  of  the 
others.  Operators  and  kindred  workers  claimed  the  greatest  percentage  which 
was  14.3  per  cent.  For  urban  North  Carolina,  however,  the  labor  force  was  not 
so  evenly  divided  among  the  main  occupational  groups.  Operators  and  kindred 
workers  claimed  23.4  per  cent  of  the  civilian  workers,  while  the  next  largest 
percentage  was  clerical  and  kindred  workers  with  12.5  per  cent. 

For  five  of  the  occupational  groups,  the  urban  area  and  urban  North  Carolina 
had  very  similar  percentages  of  their  workers:  professional,  technical,  and  kin- 
dred workers;  farmers  and  farm  managers; craftsmen,  foremen, and  kindred  workers; 
farm  laborers  and  foremen;  and  laborers  (except  farm  and  mine).  The  total  per- 
centage employed  in  these  groups  was  27.6  per  cent  for  both  areas. 

The  urban  area  had  a  larger  percentage  of  its  workers  than  did  urban  North 
Carolina  in  the  following  groups:  managers, officials  and  proprietors  (excluding 
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farm);  clerical  and  kindred  workers;  salesworkers;  private  household  workers;  and 
service  workers  (excluding  household). 

The  greatest  occupation  difference  between  the  urban  area  and  urban  North 
Carolina  was  in  the  operators  and  kindred  woricers  category.  For  urban  North 
Carolina,  23.4  per  cent  of  its  workers  were  in  this  group,  compared  to  14.3  per 
cent  for  the  urban  area.  This  difference  is  largely  due  to  the  fact  that  the  Fay- 
etteville  community  is  primarily  a  retail  trade  and  service  center,  and  manufac- 
turing activities  are  not  as  extensive  in  our  area  as  they  are  throughout  urban 
North  Carolina. 

When  the  occupational  differences  between  the  City  and  the  fringe  are 
examined,  several  facts  stand  out.  The  City  hada  considerably  larger  percentage 
of  its  civilian  workers  employed  as  professional, technical, and  kindred  workers; 
and  managers,  officials,  and  proprietors  (excluding  farm);  than  the  fringe.  For 
the  City  this  figure  was24.1  per  cent,  compared  to  12.6  per  cent  in  the  fringe. 
The  fringe,  however,  had  a  larger  percentage  of  its  civilian  workers  employed 
as  craftsmen,  foremen,  and  kindred  workers;  and  operators  and  kindred  workers; 
than  did  the  City.  The  fringe  had  33.7  per  cent  of  its  civilian  workers  in  these 
types  of  jobs,  while  the  City  had  only  23.6  per  cent. 


Family  Income 


TABLE  11 


1959  FAMILY  INCOMES 
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Family 

Urban 

Urban 

Urban 

Income 

Area 

N.C. 

City 

Fringe 

(Dollars) 

No. 

% 

% 

No. 

% 

No. 

% 

Under   1,000 

1,266 

(  7.7) 

(  6.2) 

913 

(7.3) 

353 

(  7.4) 

1,000-1,999 

1,813 

01.1) 

(3.9) 

1,319 

(11.3) 

494 

(10.3) 

2,000-2,999 

2,495 

(15.2) 

(11.8) 

1,762 

(15.2) 

733 

(15.3) 

3,000-3,999 

2,942 

(17.9) 

(12.9) 

1,394 

(16.3) 

1,043 

(21.9) 

4,000-4,999 

2,158 

(13.2) 

(12.1) 

1,434 

(12.3) 

724 

(15.2) 

5,000-5,999 

1,560 

(9.5) 

(11.6) 

1,043 

(  9.0) 

517 

(10.8) 

6,000-6,999 

1,172 

(  7.1) 

(  9.5) 

788 

(  6.8) 

384 

(8.0) 

7,000-7,999 

849 

(  5.2) 

(7.3) 

641 

(5.5) 

208 

(  4.4) 

3,000-3,999 

618 

(3.8) 

(5.4) 

473 

(  4.1) 

145 

(  3.0) 

9,000-9,999 

399 

(2.4) 

(3.6) 

328 

(2.8) 

71 

(   1.5) 

10,000         + 

1,137 

(  6.9) 

(10.7) 

1,030 

(  8.9) 

107 

(2.2) 

All  families 

16,409 

(100.0) 

(100.0) 

11,625 

(100.0) 

4,784  (100.0) 

Median 

$3,889 

$4,843 

$3,960 

$3,776 

Source:    U.  S. 

Census  c 

f  Populati 

on:  1960. 
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The  median  family  income  for  the  urban  area  in  1959  was  $3,839.  This 
was  nearly  $1,000  less  than  urban  North  Carolina's  median  family  income  of 
$4,843,  and  nearly  $1,800  less  than  the  Nation's  median  income  of  $5,660. 
Of  all  the  families  in  the  urban  area,  51 .9  per  cent  had  incomes  I  ess  than  $4,000. 
Only  39.8  per  cent  of  urban  North  Carolina's  families  had  incomes  less  than 
this  amount.  Some  7.7  per  cent  of  the  families  in  the  urban  area  had  incomes 
less  than  $1,000  compared  to  6.2  per  cent  of  urban  North  Carolina's  families. 

In  fact,  the  urban  area  had  a  larger  percentage  of  its  families  in  every 
income  group  below  $5,000  than  did  urban  North  Carolina.  Urban  North  Carolina, 
on  the  other  hand,  exceeded  the  urban  area  in  percentage  of  families  in  every 
income  group  above  $5,000.  Urban  North  Carolina  exceeded  the  urban  area 
by  the  greatest  percentage  in  the  income  group  of  $10,000  or  more.  It  had  10.7 
per  cent  of  its  families  in  this  group,  compared  to  only  6.9  per  cent  of  urban 
area  families.  The  largest  income  group  for  both  areas  was  the  $3,000  to  $3,999 
group. 

When  the  City  and  the  fringe  are  compared,  it  becomes  apparent  that  the 
fringe  contributed  heavily  to  the  urban  area's  large  $3,000  to  $3,999  group. 
The  fringe  had  21 .9  per  cent  of  its  families  in  this  bracket,  while  the  City  had 
only  16.3  per  cent.  The  fringe  similarly  had  a  larger  percentage  of  its  families 
in  every  income  group  between  $2,000  and  $6,999.  The  City,on  the  other  hand, 
exceeded  the  fringe  in  the  percentage  of  families  in  the  income  groups  both  be- 
low $2,000  and  above  $6,999.  The  City  exceeded  the  fringe  by  the  greatest 
amount,  percentage-wise,  in  the  $10,000  and  over  bracket.  The  City  had  8.9 
per  cent  of  its  families  in  this  group,  compared  to  only  2.2  per  cent  for  the 
fringe.  The  City's  median  family  income  of  $3,960  was  somewhat  higher  than 
the  $3,776  median  family  income  for  the  fringe. 

Marital  Status 

Nearly  three-fourths  (73.1  per  cent)  of  all  persons  14  and  over  living  in 
the  urban  area  in  1960  were  married.  This  is  a  rather  high  percentage  when 
compared  to  that  of  urban  North  Carolina  in  which  just  over  two-thirds  (67.2 
per  cent)  were  married.  It  further  bears  out  the  "youthful"  feature  of  our  urban 
area  in  which  there  was  great  concentration  of  young  married  couples. 

In  contrast  to  its  proportion  of  married  persons, our  urban  area  had  a  lesser 
percentage  of  its  persons  14  and  over  who  were  single  than  did  urban  North 
Carolina.  Some  18.5  per  cent  of  the  persons  14  and  over  were  single  in  the 
urban  area  compared  to  22.4  per  cent  for  urban  North  Carolina.  Widowed  per- 
sons comprised  6.6  per  cent  of  the  urban  area's  14  and  over  population  com- 
pared to  8.4  per  cent  for  urban  North  Carolina.  Some  1 .8  per  cent  of  this  po- 
pulation in  the  urban  area  were  divorced,  compared  to  2.0  per  cent  for  urban 
North  Carolina. 
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TABLE  12 

1960  MARITAL  STATUS  OF 
PERSONS  14  YEARS  OLD  AND  OLDER 


Status 

Urban 

Area 

No.          % 

Urban 

N.C. 

% 

City 
No.          % 

Urban 

Fringe 

No.          % 

Single 

Married 

(Separated)* 

Widowed 

Divorced 

Total 

7,919     (18.5) 

31,266     (73.1) 

1,218     (  3.9) 

2,799     (  6.6) 

776     (   1.8) 

42,760  (100.0) 

(22.4) 
(67.2) 
(  5.0) 
(8.4) 
(2.0) 

(100.0) 

6,313     (20.1) 

22,038     (70.3) 

1,022     (  4.6) 

2,355     (  7.5) 

644     (2.1) 

31,350  (100.0) 

1,606     (14.1) 

9,228     (80.9) 

196     (2.1) 

444     (3.9) 

132     (1.1) 

11,410  (100.0) 

*Also  included  under  "iVarried." 
Source:    U.  S.  Census  of  Pooulation:     1960. 

When  the  marital  status  of  persons  14  and  over  for  the  City  and  fringe  are 
compared, the  observation  made  earlierin  the  study  that  the  urban  fringe  seemed 
to  be  made  up  largely  of  young  married  couples  and  their  very  young  children 
is  further  borne  out.  In  1960,  80.9  per  cent  of  the  fringe  population  14  and 
over  were  married  compared  to  70.3  per  cent  for  the  City.  In  contrast, the  City 
had  20.1  percent  who  were  single  while  the  fringe  had  only  14.1  percent. 
Also,  the  City  had  a  greater  concentration  of  persons  who  were  widowed  or  di- 
vorced than  the  fringe.  Some  7.5  per  cent  of  the  14  and  over  population  in  the 
City  were  widowed,  compared  to  3.9  per  cent  for  the  fringe.  Divorced  persons 
comprised  2. 1  per  cent  of  this  population  for  the  City, compared  to  1 . 1  per  cent 
for  the  fringe. 

Education 

The  educational  level  of  a  population  is  usually  discussed  in  terms  of  the 
various  levels  of  schooling  achieved  by  persons  25  and  over.  The  median  school 
year  completed  by  these  persons  in  the  urban  area  in  1960  was  11.1.  This  means 
that,  generally  speaking,  our  adult  urban  area  population  had  completed  more 
years  of  education  than  they  had  in  urban  North  Carolina  where  the  median 
school  year  completed  was  10.4. 

In  the  urban  area  71 .7  per  cent  of  its  persons  25  and  over  had  completed 
elementary  school  (here  meaning  eighth  grade),  compared  to  66.9  per  cent  for 
urban  North  Carolina.  The  urban  area  also  had  a  larger  percentage  to  complete 


33 


high  school,  43.1  per  cent-,  than  did  urban  North  Carolina  with  40.7 per  cent. 
The  percentage  of  population  who  had  completed  no  years  of  school  was  about 
the  same  for  both  the  urban  area  and  urban  North  Carolina;  2.3  per  cent  for  the 
urban  area  and  2. 5 per  cent  for  urban  North  Carolina.  In  urban  North  Carolina, 
however, a  larger  percentage  had  completed  four  years  of  college,  9.7percent, 
than  in  the  urban  area  with  8.0  per  cent. 

When  the  City  and  the  fringe  adult  populations  are  compared,  the  City 
population  had  generally  a  higher  educational  attainment.  The  median  year 
completed  for  the  City  was  11.1,  compared  to  10.6  for  the  fringe.  About  the 
same  percentage  had  completed  elementary  school  in  both  the  City  and  the 
fringe,  71 .7  per  cent  for  the  City  and  72.1  per  cent  for  the  fringe.  However, 
the  City  had  44.3  per  cent  who  had  completed  high  school  compared  to  39 . 9  per 
cent  for  the  fringe.  The  City  also  had  9.4  per  cent  who  had  finished  four  years 
of  college  compared  to  3.9  per  cent  for  the  fringe.  Those  persons  who  had  no 
years  of  schooling  comprised  about  the  same  percentage  of  both  populations, 2. 4 
per  cent  for  the  City  and  2. 1  per  cent  for  the  fringe. 

TABLE  13 

1960  YEARS  OF  SCHOOL  COMPLETED 
BY  PERSONS  25  YEARS  OLD  OR  OLDER 


Years 

Urban 

Urban 

a 

Urban 

Com- 

Area 

N.C. 

ty 

Fringe 

pleted 

No. 

% 

% 

No. 

% 

No.         % 

None 

705 

(2.3) 

(2.5) 

541 

(2.4) 

164     (2.1) 

1-4 

2,722 

(9.0) 

(10.6) 

2,090 

(9.3) 

632     (8.1) 

5-6 

2,734 

(9.2) 

(11.3) 

2,007 

(8.9) 

777     (  9.9) 

7 

2,363 

(7.8) 

(3.7) 

1,747 

(7.7) 

616     (  7.8) 

3 

2,596 

(8.5) 

(8.8) 

1,809 

(8.0) 

787     (10.0) 

9-11 

6,115 

(20.1) 

(17.4) 

4,375 

(19.4) 

1,740     (22.2) 

12 

7,679 

(25.2) 

(20.8) 

5,420 

(24.0) 

2,259     (28.8) 

13-15 

3,023 

(9.9) 

(10.2) 

2,457 

(10.9) 

566     (  7.2) 

16 

2,427 

(8.0) 

(9.7) 

2,120 

(9.4) 

307     (  3.9) 

Total  30,414  (100.0)       (100.0)       22,566  (100.0)         7,848  (100.0) 

Median  Year 

Completed  (11.0)         (10.4)  (11.1)  (10.6) 

Source:    U.  S.  Census  of  Population:  1960 
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SUMMARY  OF  POPULATION  CHARACTERISTICS 

A  profile  of  the  1960 population  of  our  urban  area, which  consisted  of  the 
City  of  Fayettevi  lie,  Bonnie  Doone,East  Fayetteville,Fayetteville  North, South 
Fayetteville,and  Owens,  reveals  some  of  the  most  significant  characteristics  of 
our  people. 

First  of  all,  our  population  was  a  decidedly  young  one.  There  has  been 
a  great  influx  of  persons  in  their  twenties  into  our  urban  area.  Our  urban  area 
had  more  of  its  adults  married  than  was  the  case  for  the  State's  urban  areas  as  a 
whole.  Consequently,  we  had  a  lesser  number  of  our  adults  single,  and  also  a 
lesser  number  widowed  or  divorced.  Our  "young"  population  is  also  a  highly  fer- 
tile one  which  has  been  producing  a  far  larger  number  of  children,  relatively 
speaking,  than  urban  areas  in  the  State  as  a  whole.  In  addition  to  being  young 
and  fertile, our  population  is  highly  "dependent";  that  is, we  have  a  larger  ratio 
between  the  number  of  persons  under  15  years  of  age  and  65  and  over,  and  the 
number  of  persons  between  15  and  65. 

Half  of  all  families  in  our  urban  area  had  incomes  less  than  $3,889  in 
1959.  This  "median"  income  was  nearly  $1,000  less  than  that  of  the  State's 
urban  areas  as  a  whole,  and  nearly  $1,800  less  than  that  of  the  Nation.  This 
would  seem  to  indicate  that  in  spite  of  the  tremendous  growth  in  the  urban  area, 
job  opportunities  arelimited.  In  this  light,  community  planning  should  do  every- 
thing possible  to  provide  a  stimulus  for  our  industrial  development  program. 

Persons  in  the  elderly  age  groups  comprised  a  smaller  proportion  of  the  po- 
pulation than  was  the  case  for  the  State's  urban  areas.  Females  outnumbered 
males  in  our  area  as  they  did  in  urban  areas  across  the  State. 

One  out  of  every  three  persons  in  our  urban  area  was  non-white.  These 
non-whites  were  generally  even  younger  than  the  white  population;  they  were 
also  far  more  fertile  and  have  been  producing  a  greater  number  of  children,  re- 
latively speaking,  than  the  whites. 

Since  1940,  the  very  young  age  groups  and  the  elderly  age  groups  in  the 
urban  area  have  been  increasing  at  a  more  rapid  rate  than  the  rest  of  the  popu- 
lation; the  male-female  ratio  has  been  fairly  constant;  and  the  proportion  of  non- 
whites  in  the  population  has  been  declining. 

Armed  forces  personnel  in  the  urban  area  formed  an  overwhelmingly  larger 
proportion  of  the  labor  force  than  they  did  in  urban  areas  in  theStateasa  whole. 
Females  in  the  urban  area  participated  in  the  labor  force  to  a  lesser  extent  than 
they  did  in  the  State's  urban  areas. 
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An  occupational  profile  reveals  that  more  civilians  in  our  area  work  as 
managers,  officials,  proprietors,  clerks,  salesworkers,  private  household  workers, 
and  service  workers  than  was  the  case  for  the  State's  urban  areas.  Also,  our 
area  had  a  far  lesser  concentration  of  workers  employed  as  operators  and  similar 
workers.  This  of  course  reflects  Fayetteville's  dominant  economic  function — a 
retail  trade  and  service  center  as  opposed  to  a  manufacturing  center. 

Adults  in  our  area  in  general  had  a  higher  level  of  educational  attain- 
ment than  did  adults  in  the  State's  urban  areas  as  a  whole.  Even  so,  only  about 
four  out  of  every  ten  of  our  adults  had  completed  high  school. 

The  fringe  area  around  the  City  of  Fayetteville  in  1960  consisted  of  Bonnie 
Doone,  East  Fayetteville,  Fayetteville  North,  South  Fayetteville,  and  Owens. 
Aprofile  of  its  population  reveals  some  significant  contrasts  with  the  population 
of  the  City. 

The  fringe  contributed  heavily  to  the  "youthfulness"  of  our  area's  popu- 
lation. It  had  an  even  younger  population  than  the  City.  A  great  proportion 
of  the  fringe  population  were  young  married  couples  and  their  very  young  child- 
ren. In  fact,  one  out  of  every  other  person  living  in  the  fringe  was  either  in  his 
twenties  or  under  ten  years  old.  This  feature  reflects  both  the  influence  of  the 
military  bases  and  the  "suburbanizing  process"  which  has  been  taking  place  at  a 
rapid  rate  in  recent  years. 

Non-whites  in  the  fringe  formed  a  far  smaller  share  of  its  population  than 
they  did  in  the  City.  These  non-whites, however, were  the  most  fertile,  the  most 
"dependent,"  and  the  youngest  population  in  the  urban  area.  The  white  popu- 
lation of  the  City  on  the  other  hand  was  the  least  fertile,  the  least  "dependent," 
and  the  oldest  population. 

Armed  forces  personnel  in  the  fringe  formed  a  percentage  of  the  labor  force 
that  was  twice  as  great  as  that  for  the  City.  The  fringe  had  a  greater  concen- 
tration of  its  civilian  workers  employed  as  craftsmen,  foremen,  operators,  and 
similar  workers  than  the  City, and  a  lesser  concentration  working  as  professional , 
technical,  and  similar  workers. 

The  median  family  income  in  the  fringe  was  about  $200  less  than  for  the 
City;  and  the  distribution  of  families  in  the  various  income  groups  was  quite  dif- 
ferent. The  fringe  had  a  greater  concentration  of  its  families  in  the  $2,000  to 
$7,000  income  range  than  did  the  City.  For  the  incomes  less  than  $2,000  and 
greater  than  $7,000,  however,  the  City  had  a  greater  concentration  of  its  fam- 
ilies than  did  the  fringe. 

Eight  of  every  ten  persons  14  years  of  age  and  over  living  in  the  fringe 
were  married.    This  was  considerably  higher  than   the  figure  for  the  City  where 
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seven  out  of  ten  were  married.  Consequently  the  fringe  had  a  smaller  concen- 
tration of  single  persons  than  the  City;  and  also  a  smaller  concentration  of  wid- 
owed and  divorced  persons. 

Adults  in  the  fringe  had  not  completed  as  many  years  of  schooling  as  they 
had  in  the  City.  The  greatest  difference  between  the  educational  attainment 
of  persons  in  the  City  and  those  in  the  fringe  was  in  the  proportion  of  adults  who 
had  completed  four  years  of  col  lege.  In  the  fringe,  only  one  out  of  overy  twenty- 
six  persons  twenty-five  and  over  had  completed  four  years  of  college,  while  in 
the  City  the  figure  was  one  out  of  eleven. 
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POPULATION    GROWTH    AND    DISTRIBUTION 


The  population  of  the  United  States  is  not  only  experiencing  tremendous 
growth,  it  is  becoming  increasingly  more  urbanized  each  year.  In  1930,  56  per 
cent  of  the  total  population  in  the  United  States  was  urban.  By  I960,  the  urban 
population  had  increased  to  70  per  cent  of  the  total.  This  movement  from  rural 
to  urban  areas  is  true  not  only  for  the  Nation  as  a  whole,  but  also  for  North 
Carolina  and  Cumberland  County.  North  Carolina's  population  was  26  per  cent 
urban  in  1930;  by  1960  it  was 40  per  cent  urban.  Cumberland  County  is  becoming 
urbanized  even  faster  than  the  State.  Its  population  was  29  per  cent  urban  in 
1930;  by  1960  it  had  become  47  per  cent  urban.  And  in  Cumberland  County, 
this  growth  in  urban  population  did  not  include  persons  residing  on  the  military 
bases  in  the  area.  Fayettevi lie's  urban  area  claimed  94  per  cent  of  Cumber- 
land County's  urban  population  in  1960. 

The  primary  purpose  of  this  part  of  the  report  is  to  derive  estimates  of  the 
1980  population  of  the  planning  area.  Before  estimates  of  the  future  population 
were  made,  however,  past  trends  in  growth  and  distribution  of  population  were 
analyzed.  The  attempt  was  made  to  determine  what  caused  or  deterred  growth 
in  the  past  and  what  effect  these  or  other  factors  might  be  expected  to  have  in 
the  future. 

The  boundaries  of  the  urban  area,  which  were  used  in  the  previous  part  of 
this  report  for  studying  the  characteristics  of  the  population,  will  be  constantly 
changing  during  the  coming  years.  The  process  of  annexation  will  also  continu- 
ally add  to  the  area  of  the  City.  Since  the  boundaries  of  the  City  and  urban 
area  are  constantly  changing,  Cumberland  County  becomes  the  critical  area  on 
which  to  base  future  population  estimates.  Its  boundaries  have  remained  stable 
since  1920  and  will  most  likely  not  be  changed  in  the  foreseeable  future. 

A  study  of  past  trends,  however,  must  not  be  limited  to  Cumberland  County. 
What  is  happening  in  the  counties  surrounding  Cumberland  must  also  be  exam- 
ined. These  counties  constitute  our  trade  area  and  provide  potential  customers 
for  our  goods  and  services. 

In  the  pages  that  follow,  trends  in  growth  and  distribution  of  the  popula- 
tion for  the  City,  County,  and   trade  area  are  examined,  and  estimates  for  the 
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1980  population  are  developed  using  several  forecasting  methods.  Estimates  of 
the  1980  population  of  the  City  and  the  planning  area  are  ther.  developed  based 
on  their  share  of  the  County's  population  over  the  years. 

Components  of  Growth 

There  are  four  factors  which  affect  population  growth  in  an  area.  These 
factors  are  fertility,  mortality,  migration,  and  annexation.  Fertility  is  the  ca- 
pacity of  a  population  to  reproduce  itself.  It  is  expressed  in  terms  of  the  number 
of  births  per  year  per  1,000  estimated  population.  This  is  known  as  the  "crude 
birth  rate."  Mortality,  the  second  factor,  is  expressed  in  terms  of  the  number 
of  deaths  per  1,000  estimated  population  and  is  known  as  the  "crude death  rate." 
The  "natural  increase  rate"  is  the  excess  of  births  over  deaths  per  1,000  popu- 
lation. 

Migration  is  the  third  and  a  very  important  factor  affecting  population 
growth.  It  refers  to  the  movement  of  people  in  or  out  of  an  area.  Net  migra- 
tion for  a  given  period  of  time  is  determined  by  first  finding  the  total  increase 
of  population;  then  subtracting  the  natural  increase.  The  remaining  figure  is  re- 
ferred to  as  net  migration.  Net  migration  may  be  either  into  or  out  of  an  area. 
For  example:  if  the  total  population  increase  is  less  than  the  natural  increase, 
there  was  a  greater  movement  out  of  the  area  than  into  it.  In  this  case  the  net 
migration  would  be  expressed  as  a  "minus"  number  of  persons  per  1,000  esti- 
mated population.  It  is  important  to  remember  that  migration  is  expressed  as 
net  migration.  This  takes  into  account  that  there  is  movement  both  ways--in 
and  out  of  an  area — but  the  figure  derived  is  the  difference  between  these  two 
movements. 


PAST  GROWTH  IN  THE  TRADE  AREA 

The  Fayettevi  He  trade  areais  the  area  which  serves  as  the  potential  market 
for  goods  and  services  provided  by  the  urban  area.  The  Planning  Department 
has  been  using  the  following  counties  as  the  Fayerteville  trade  area:  Bladen, 
Cumberland,  Harnett,  Hoke,  Lee,  (Voore,  Robeson,  Sampson,  and  Scott.  These 
are  illustrated  in  Plate  2.  The  area  formed  by  these  counties  is  not  and  has  not 
been  intended  as  a  precise  definition  of  Fayettevi  He's  trade  area.  These  bound- 
aries were  selected  for  use  in  the  economic  report,  published  in  I960',  and  are 


Planning  Department,  The  Economy  of  Fayerteville,  June,   1960. 
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FAYETTEVILLE     TRADE     AREA 

PLATE     2 


*V,™^ 


used  in  this  report  because  statistical  information  is  more  complete  at  the  county 
level.  These  nine  counties  were  selected  because  Fayetteville  is  the  dominant 
center  in  a  portion  of  each  of  these  counties.  Later  reports  in  which  retail  sales 
are  of  vital  concern, will  more  closely  detail  precise  boundaries  of  Fayettevi  lie's 
trade  area. 

Tables  14  and  15  show  the  population  of  the  trade  area  by  counties  for 
1940,  1950,  and  1960,  and  the  percentage  of  each  county's  population  that  was 
urban  in  1960.  The  total  population  of  the  trade  area  in  1960  was  467,483  per- 
sons. Cumberland  County,  with  148,418  persons,  was  the  largest  county  in  the 
trade  area.  It  included  31  .7  per  cent  of  the  total  population.  The  next  largest 
county  was  Robeson  with  89,102  persons.  This  situation  has  reversed  since  1940; 
Robeson  was  then  the  largest  county  with  Cumberland  second. 
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TABLE  14 
FAYETTEVILLE  TRADE  AREA  POPULATION 


County 

1940 

1950 

1960 

Bladen 

27,156 

29,703 

28,881 

Cumberland 

59,320 

96,006 

148,413 

Harnett 

44,239 

47,605 

48,236 

Hoke 

14,937 

15,756 

16,356 

Lee 

13,743 

23,522 

26,561 

Moore 

30,969 

33,129 

36,733 

Robeson 

76,860 

87,769 

89,102 

Sampson 

47,440 

49,780 

48,013 

Scotland 

23,232 

26,336 

25,183 

Total 

342,896 

409,606 

467,483 

Source:    U.  S.  Censuses  of  Population:  1940-1960 


TABLE  15 

URBAN  POPULATION  IN  THE 
FAYETTEVILLE  TRADE  AREA,  1960 


Total 
Population 


Urban 
Population 


"Per  Cent 
Urban 


County 


Bladen 

28,881 

— 

Cumberland 

148,418 

70,183 

Harnett 

48,236 

10,749 

Hoke 

16,356 

3,058 

Lee 

26,561 

12,253 

Moore 

36,733 

5,198 

Robeson 

89, 102 

18,072 

Sampson 

48,013 

7,461 

Scotland 

25,183 

8,242 

Total  467,483  135,216 

Source:    U.S.  Census  of  Population:  1960. 
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During  the  twenty-year  period,  1940-1960,  the  trade  area  increased  by 
124,587  persons.  The  overwhelming  majority  of  this  growth — 39,098  persons  or 
71.5  per  cent  of  the  total  growth — occurred  in  Cumberland  County.  The  next 
largest  numerical  growth  occurred  in  Robeson  County  which  gained  12,242  per- 
sons. Lee  followed  with  a  gain  of  7,818  persons.  The  County  which  gained  the 
smallest  number  of  persons  was  Sampson  County  where  the  population  increased 
by  only  573  persons  during  these  twenty  years. 

Three  counties  in  the  trade  area  actually  lost  population  between  1950  and 
1960 — Bladen,  Sampson,  and  Scotland.  In  each  case,  the  loss  was  not  due  to 
lack  of  natural  increase,  but  rather  to  people  moving  out  of  the  county.  In  fact, 
between  1950  and  1960,  every  county  in  the  entire  trade  area  but  Cumberland 
experienced  an  out-migration  ranging  from  2, 177  persons  in  Lee  County  to  20, 571 
persons  in  Robeson  County.  Although  Robeson  had  the  largest  number  of  out- 
migrants,  Scotland  County  had  the  largest  rate  of  out-migration  relative  to  its 
population.    (See  Table  16  on  page  45.) 

Cumberland  County, the  only  county  experiencing  an  in-migration  of  per- 
sons, was  also  the  most  urbanized  county  in  the  trade  area.  The  second  most 
urbanized  county  was  Lee  County  which  showed  the  lowest  out-migration  rate. 
Thus  the  movement  from  rural  to  urban  areas,  which  is  occurring  through  the 
Nation,  is  definitely  occurring  within  our  trade  area.  It  is  very  probable  that 
many  of  these  persons  leaving  rural  areas  in  the  trade  area  may  have  moved  into 
Cumberland  County. 


PAST  GROWTH  IN  FAYETTEVILLE  AND  CUMBERLAND  COUNTY 

Fayetteville 

Through  the  combined  effects  of  the  four  factors  of  population  growth, the 
City  of  Fayetteville  has  grown  from  a  small  village  first  incorporated  in  1762, to 
a  thriving  city  of  47,106  inhabitants  in  1960.  This  growth,  however,  has  not 
all  occurred  at  an  even  rate.  Some  idea  of  the  rise  and  decline  of  Fayettevi lie's 
importance  can  be  gotten  from  examining  Fayettevi  lie's  ranking  when  compared 
to  other  cities  in  the  State. 

The  early  days  of  Fayettevi  lie's  growth  reflected  the  timely  importance  of 
its  strategic  location  as  the  furthest  inland  port  in  the  State.  By  1820,  Fay- 
etteville had  become  the  second  largest  city  in  North  Carolina.  And  it  stayed 
second  or  third  unfil  the  Civil  War.  After  the  Civil  War,  however,  Fayette- 
vi lie's  importance  in  relation  to  other  North  Carolina  cities  began  to  decline. 
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TABLE  17 

FAYETTE VI LLE  AND  CUMBERLAND  COUNTY'S 
POPULATIONS  WITH  STATE  RANKING,  1820-1960 


Year 


Fayettevi 

lie 

Population 

Rank 

3,532 

2 

2,878 

3 

4,235 

2 

4,646 

3 

4,790 

3 

4,660 

4 

3,485 

6 

4,222 

10 

4,670 

12 

7,045 

14 

8,377 

13 

13,049 

13 

17,428 

13 

34,715 

o 

47,106 

8 

Cumberland  County 
Population  Rank 


9,382 

26 

14,446 

9 

15,234 

14 

20,615 

3 

16,369 

14 

17,035 

16 

23,336 

8 

27,321 

8 

29,249 

12 

35,284 

13 

35,064a 

23 

45,219 

19 

59,320 

12 

96,006 

8 

143,418 

5 

1820 
1830 
1840 
1850 
1860 
1870 
1880 
1890 
1900 
1910 
1920 
1930 
1940 
1950 
1960 

aPart  of  Cumberland  annexed  to  Harnett  and  part,  together  with  part  of 
Robeson,  taken  to  form  Hoke  in  1911  (most  recent  change  of  boundary). 

Source:    U.  S.  Censuses  of  Population:    1820-1960. 

The  City  actually  lost  population  between  1860  and  1870,  and  lost  even  more 
by  1380.  In  1860,  Fayettevi  Me  was  the  State's  third  ranking  city;  by  1870,  it 
had  dropped  to  fourth;  it  was  sixth  in  1880;  tenth  in  1390;  and  twelfth  in  1900. 
It  was  not  until  1910  that  Fayetteville  surpassed  its  1360  population.  By  1920, 
it  had  dropped  to  the  State's  eighteenth  ranking  city  in  terms  of  population. 
Between  1920  and  1960,  however,  Fayetteville  moved  up  to  eighth  place. 

Cumberland  County 

Since  1920, Cumberland  County  has  grown  even  faster  in  relation  to  other 
North  Carolina  counties.  At  that  time  its  rank  was  twenty-third  in  the  State. 
By  1960,  Cumberland  County  had  become  the  State's  fifth  largest  county.  This 
growth  reflected  both  the  natural   growth  of  Fayetteville,  its  largest  city,  and 
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the  growth  of  Fort  Bragg  and  Pope  Air  Force  Base.  The  County  experienced  its 
greatest  growth  between  1940  and  1960.  Between  1940  and  1950,  it  gained 
36,686  persons  for  a  62  per  cent  increase.  An  even  larger  numerical  increase 
took  place  between  1950  and  1960.  During  this  period,  the  County  gained  52,412 
persons  for  a  54  per  cent  increase. 

The  tremendous  growth  in  both  the  City  and  the  County  was  due  largely 
to  the  influence  of  Fort  Bragg  and  Pope  Air  Force  Base.  The  number  of  Army 
personnel  at  Fort  Bragg  in  early  1940  was  about  5,000.  The  Second  World  War 
began  and  by  the  fall  of  1942,  this  figure  became  93,000.  After  the  War,  Army 
strength  dwindled  to  an  average  of  about  17,000  during  1947.  In  1950  there 
were  18,522  Armed  Forces  personnel  in  the  County  according  to  the  census. 
Then  there  came  the  Korean  War  build-up  which  saw  the  strength  of  Army  forces 
stationed  at  Fort  Bragg  climb  to  an  average  of  41,000  in  1951 .  In  1960,  there 
were  29, 170  Armed  Forces  personnel  in  the  County  according  to  the  census.  The 
estimated  combined  military  strengths  of  Fort  Bragg  and  Pope  Air  Force  Base  in 
1961  was  32,500.2  In  addition  to  the  military  strengths  of  these  bases,  civilian 
workers  required  to  service  the  bases  were  estimated  at  2,300  in  1961  .J 

Not  only  has  there  been  agreatinflux  of  military  and  civilian  employment 
at  these  bases;  a  large  migration  of  workers  and  their  families  followed  to  pro- 
vide the  additional  services  demanded  by  the  military-related  population.  At 
about  the  same  time  that  this  large  in-migration  was  taking  place,  birth  rates 
began  to  rise.  (These  vital  statistic  rates  are  shown  graphically  on  page  61  .) 
Birth  rates  had  been  quite  low  during  the30'sand  early  40's.  After  the  War,  the 
sharp  rise  in  the  number  of  births  per  year  became  known  as  the  "post-war  baby 
boom."  The  birth  rate  in  Cumberland  County  was  made  even  higher  due  to  the 
fact  that  this  in-migration  brought  in  a  great  many  young  married  couples  in  the 
child-bearing  age  groups.  Death  rates  in  the  County  have  been  generally  de- 
creasing due  to  both  improved  medical  technology  anc'  the  fact  that  the  in- 
migrants  to  Cumberland  County  were  young  and  not  in  the  older  age  groups  of 
higher  death  probability. 

The  result  of  all  this  has  been  a  phenominally  high  natural  increase  rate 
for  Cumberland  County.    This  natural  increase  rate  plus  the   large  in-migration 


^F.  John  Devaney,  "Economic  Structure  and  Forecasted  Employment  for 
Fayettevi  He  and  Cumberland  Co.,"  A/aster's  Thesis,  University  of  North  Carolina, 
1955,  p.  6. 

2The  City  of  Fayetteville,  N.C.  State  Highway  Commission,  U.S.Bureau 
of  Public  Roads,  Master  Thoroughfare  Plan  (A/emphis:  Bartholomew  and  Assoc), 
1962,  p  34. 
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into  Cumberland  County  have  given  us  unprecedented  growth  since  the  census 
of  1940. 

At  the  present  time,  it  appears  that  the  military  bases  are  continuing  to 
provide  the  major  stimulus  to  population  growth  in  the  area.  If  the  bases  level 
off  in  their  growth,  some  growth  should  be  provided  by  the  growing  importance 
of  Fayetteville's  function  as  a  regional  trade  and  distribution  center.  Growth, 
in  a  sense,  begets  growth;  and  Fayetteville  is  becoming  more  and  more  a  branch 
office  for  national  merchandising  and  distributing  agencies.  The  development 
of  this  function  plus  other  recent  boosts  to  both  the  economy  and  desirability  of 
the  area  have  given  our  future  growth  a  certain  degree  of  independence  from  the 
military  that  it  did  not  have  in  the  40's  or  early  50's — even  though  the  military 
still  remains  as  the  largest  contributor  to  the  economic  and  population  growth  in 
the  area. 

Townships 

Table  18  shows  the  distribution  of  population  in  Cumberland  County  by 
townships  for  1940,  1950,  and  1960.  In  this  table,  the  persons  quartered  on 
Fort  Bragg  and  Pope  Air  Force  Base  have  been  subtracted  from  the  townships  in 
which  they  were  included  by  the  census  and  listed  separately.  Table  19  shows 
how  the  persons  actually  quartered  on  the  military  reservations  were  distributed 
among  the  various  townships  by  the  census. 

The  vast  majority  of  the  County's  population  resided  in  the  western  part  of 
the  County.  The  greatest  growth  has  also  taken  olace  there.  The  five  eastern 
townships,  Black  River,  Eastover,  Cedar  Creek,  Grays  Creek,  and  Beaver  Dam, 
increased  by  only  3,578  persons  between  1940  and  1960.  This  was  only  4  per 
cent  of  the  total  growth  of  the  County.  Beaver  Dam  Township  actually  lost  78 
persons  between  1940  and  1960  while  Black  River  and  Grays  Creek  together 
gained  only  72  persons.  The  greatest  growth  in  the  eastern  townships  between 
1940  and  1960  took  place  in  Cedar  Creek  which  contained  most  of  East  Fayette- 
ville. This  township  increased  by  2,727  persons.  Eastover  Township  gained  857 
persons  during  that  period.  In  1960,  the  total  population  of  the  eastern  town- 
ships was  19, 444 persons.  This  was  only  13.1  per  cent  of  the  County's  total  pop- 
ulation. 

On  the  other  hand,  the  six  western  townships  (Fort  Bragg  and  Pope  Air 
Force  Base  excluded)  increased  by  58,047  persons  between  1940  and  1960  for 
65. 1  per  cent  of  the  County's  total  growth.  These  townships  are  Carvers  Creek, 
Manchester,  Pearces  Mi  1 1 ,  Rockfish,  Seventy-First,  and  Cross  Creek.  The  largest 
increase  took  place  in  Cross  Creek  Township  which  contained  the  City  of  Fay- 
etteville. It  increased  by  28, 166  persons  during  this  twenty-year  period.  This 
represented  31 .6  per  cent  of  theCounty's  total  growth  and  48.5  per  cent  of  the 
growth  of  the  six  western  townships  (excluding  the  military  bases). 
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TABLE  18 

DISTRIBUTION  OF  POPULATION  IN  CUMBERLAND  COUNTY 
BY  TOWNSHIPS,  1940-1960 


1940 

1950 

1960 

Township 

No. 

% 

No. 

% 

No. 

% 

Beaver  Dam 

1,477 

(2.5) 

1,450 

(  1.5) 

1,399 

(     -9) 

Black  River 

2,272 

(3.8) 

2,278 

(2.4) 

2,279 

(  1.5) 

Carvers    Creeka 

3,091b 

(  ,5.2) 

3,810b 

(  4.0) 

10,896b 

(7.4) 

Cedar  Creek 

5,040 

(8.5) 

6,255 

(  6.5) 

7,767 

(  5.2) 

Cross  Creeka 

18,940 

(31.9) 

31,854 

(33.2) 

47,106 

(31.7) 

Eastovera 

4,988 

(  8.4) 

5,055 

(  5.3) 

5,845 

(3.9) 

Grays    Creek 

2,089 

(3.5) 

1,946 

(2.0) 

2,154 

(  1.5) 

Manchester 

l,591b 

(2.7) 

3,156b 

(3.3) 

6,471b 

(4.4) 

Pearces    Milla 

4,616 

(7.8) 

7,550 

(7.8) 

9,976 

(6.7) 

Rock  fish 

4,046 

(6.8) 

4,986 

(5.2) 

6,668 

(4.5) 

Seventy-First° 

4,547b 

(7.7) 

3,909b 

(  9.3) 

13,761b 

(  9.3) 

Fort  Bragg  and 

Pope  A.  F.  Base 

6,623 

(11.2) 

18,757 

(19.5) 

34,096 

(23.0) 

Total 

59,320 

(100.0) 

96,006 

(100.0) 

148,418 

(100.0) 

aParts  of  Eastover,  Pearces  Mill,  Seventy-First,  and  Carvers  Creek  town- 
ships and  the  remainder  of  Cross  Creek  Township  annexed  to  Fayetteville  City, 
and  Fayetteville     became  co-existent  with  Cross  Creek  Township. 

bThese  figures  do  not  include  Fort  Bragg  and  Pope  A.  F.  Base  population 
listed  separately  at  the  bottom  of  the  table. 

Source:    U.S.  Censuses  of  Population:  1940-1960. 


During  this  twenty-year  period, Seventy-First  increased  by  9,214  persons; 
Carvers  Creek  by  7,805  persons;  Pearces  Mill  by  5,360  persons;  Manchester  by 
4,  880 persons;  and  Rockfish  by  2,622  persons.  The  total  population  of  the  six 
western  townships, excluding  the  military  bases, in  1960  was 94, 878 persons  rep- 
resenting some  63.9  per  cent  of  the  total  population  of  Cumberland  County. 

In  1960,  34,096  persons  resided  on  the  military  bases  in  the  County.  This 
represented  23.0  per  cent  of  the  County's  total  population.    In  the  twenty-year 
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Cross  Creek  Township  -  I 
Fort  Bragg  -  Pope  A.F.B. 


0  2  4 


scale  in  miles 
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1,137 

10,006 

276 

17,673 

17,344 

6,417 

TABLE  19 

POPULATION  OF  FORT  BRAGG  AND  POPE  AIR  FORCE  BASE 
DISTRIBUTED  AMONG  TOWNSHIPS 

Township  1940  1950  1960 

Manchester  6,623 

Cavers   Creek 
Seventy-First 

Total  6,623  18,757  34,096 

Source:    U.  S.  Censuses  of  Population:  1940,   1950  and  1960. 


period,  1940-1960,  the  bases  gained  27,473  persons.  Thus,  some  30. 8  per  cent 
of  theCounty's  total  population  growth  for  that  period  has  occurred  on  the  mili- 
tary bases. 

The  proposed  flood  control  program  for  the  Cape  Fear  River  and  the  addi- 
tional bridges  over  the  river  at  Fayetteville  proposed  by  the  thoroughfare  plan 
mightaid  greater  development  of  the  eastern  part  of  the  County.  However, there 
is  every  indication  that  future  growth  will  continue  to  occur  in  the  western  town- 
ships— primarily  in  the  urbanizing  areas  of  Cross  Creek, Carvers  Creek,  Seventy- 
First,  Pearces  Mill,  and  Manchester. 
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FUTURE  POPULATION  GROWTH 

Population  Forecasting 

It  would  be  a  wonderful  thing  if  there  were  some  infallible  formula  by 
which  the  future  population  could  be  predicted  with  pinpoint  accuracy.  Unfor- 
tunately, there  is  none.  Nor  is  there  a  crystal  ball  into  which  we  can  gaze  and 
glean  the  answer  which  the  future  holds.  Since  we  have  neither, we  must  depend 
upon  the  methods  available  which  give  the  best  possible  estimates  of  future  popu- 
lations. Some  of  these  methods  simply  project  trends  which  have  been  estab- 
lished over  the  years  and  assume  that  these  trends  will  continue  in  the  future. 
Other  methods  allow  certain  assumptions  to  be  introduced  which  alter  the  trends 
in  the  light  of  oresent  conditions.  But,  regardless  of  the  method  used,  it  must 
be  remembered  that  they  yield  estimates — not  predictions— and  should  be  taken 
for  what  they  are:  a  reasonable  set  of  assumptions  and  expectations  based  on  an 
honest  evaluation  of  the  facts.  They  are  intended  only  as  guides  for  long-range 
planning — not  as  deterministic  predictions,  or  even  as  goals  that  are  per  se  de- 
sirable. 

1980  Estimates  for  Cumberland  County 

In  this  study,  the  County  was  used  as  the  basic  area  for  projecting  popu- 
lation trends.  Thiswas  necessary  because  the  City's  boundaries  will  be  constant- 
ly changing  due  to  annexation,  while  the  County's  boundaries  will  most  likely 
remain  unchanged.  Also,  more  complete  data  are  available  on  the  County  level. 

After  estimates  of  the  County's  1980  population  were  derived,  estimates 
for  the  1980 City  and  planning  area  populations  were  made  based  on  their  shares 
of  the  County's  population  over  the  years.  At  that  point  in  this  study,  an  eval- 
uation of  the  1980  estimates  is  presented. 

Three  different  methods  were  used  to  derive  four  estimates  of  the  1980  pop- 
ulation of  Cumberland  County.  On  the  following  pages,  each  method  is  ex- 
plained. Each  method,  however,has  a  certain  degree  of  reliance  on  past  trends. 
And  past  trends  in  Cumberland  County  have  included  a  significant  factor:  large 
changes  in  the  military  strengths  of  Fort  Bragg  and  Pope  Air  Force  Base.  This 
makes  the  task  of  population  forecasting  even  more  difficult  than  it  would  be 
under  more  stable  conditions. 

Estimates  based  on  a  Forecast  of  the  United  States'  Population — The  first  method 
of  population  forecasting  involves  the  use  of  a  forecast  of  the  United  States  pop- 
ulation made  by  the  Bureau  of  the  Census.  In  1960, they  estimated  that  the  pop- 
ulation of  the  United  States  in  1980 would  be  approximately 261, 283, 000.  Cum- 
berland  County  in    1980  will  represent  a  certain  percentage  of  this  population. 
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In  order  to  estimate  what  this  percentage  might  be,  Cumberland  County's  per- 
centages of  the  United  States'  population  for  past  decades  have  been  plotted  and 
projected  mathematically  to  1930  as  shown  in  Table  20  and  Figure  7.  This  is  a 
"straight  line"  projection  which  assumes  that  the  trend  that  has  been  established 
since  1920  will  continue  to  1980.  This  procedure  yields  an  estimate  of  261,000 
persons  for  Cumberland  County  in  1980. 

TABLE  20 

1980  COUNTY  ESTIMATES  BASED  ON  FORECAST  OF 
U.  S.  POPULATION— DIRECT  STEPDOWN 


U.  S. 

Cumberland  Co. 

Per  Cent  of 

Year 

Population 

Population 

U.  S. 

(000) 

(000) 

Population 

1920 

106,022 

35 

00.03 

1930 

123,203 

45 

00.03 

1940 

132,165 

59 

00.04 

1950 

151,326 

96 

00.06 

1960 

179,323 

148 

00.08 

1980  261,288*  261  00.10 

*Source:  U.  S.  Bureau  of  the  Census,  U.  S.  Population,  1980  Forecast; 
Water  Resources  Activities  in  the  United  States,  Series  II,  Select  Committee  on 
National  Water  Resources,  Committee  Print  No.  5,  86th  Congress ,2nd  Session, 
June,   1960. 

Another  forecasting  procedure  using  the  United  States'  forecast  is  to  "step 
down"  from  the  Nation's  population  to  the  County's  population  through  inter- 
mediate areas.  This  method  is  based  on  the  assumption  that  there  is  a  direct  re- 
lationship between  a  sub-area  and  its  parent  area;  and  that  those  factors  that 
influence  growth  in  the  larger  area  will  alsohave  their  effect  in  the  smaller  area. 

The  direct  jump  from  the  population  of  the  United  States  to  that  of  Cum- 
berland County  is  a  rather  large  one.  Cumberland  County,  however,  is  not  as 
related  to  the  United  States  directly  as  it  is  through  intermediate  areas  such  as 
the  trade  area  and  the  State.  Therefore,  a  second  1980  County  population  esti- 
mate was  derived  by  step-downs  through  intermediate  areas  to  Cumberland  as 
shown  in  Figure  8  and  Plate  4.  The  intermediate  areas  used  were  the  South 
Atlantic  States,  the  State  of  North   Carolina,  and  the  Fayetteville  trade  area. 
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STEPDOWN    FROM    U.S.   TO   CUMBERLAND    COUNTY 

PIATI    A 


Cumberland    Cou 
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The  South  Atlantic  States  include  Florida, Georgia, the  Carolinas, the  Virginias, 
Maryland,  Delaware,  and  the  District  of  Columbia.  (See  also  Table  21.) 

This  procedure  allows  the  estimate  of  Cumberland  County's  future  popu- 
lation to  be  influenced  more  by  trends  in  its  own  regions.  When  the  trade  area 
population  was  projected,  a  separate  analysis  by  counties  was  made.  Table  22 
shows  the  trade  area  population  apportioned  to  each  county  in  the  nine-county 
trade  area  from  1920  to  1960,  and  1980  as  estimated.  The  total  estimate  for  the 
trade  area  population  was  774,000  with  each  county's  estimate  as  shown  in  Table 
22. 

Using  this  procedure  of  intermediate  step-downs,  a  1980  estimate  of  288,000 
persons  for  Cumberland  County  was  derived.  Of  the  four  estimates  of  the  County's 
future  population  made  in  this  study,  this  one  was  the  highest.  Therefore,  each 
of  the  individual  county  estimates  are  somewhat  on  the  high  side.  When  con- 
sidering these  estimates,  however,  it  must  be  remembered  that  the  target  date  is 
some  twenty  years  in  the  future;  also  there  is  more  and  more  emphasis  being 
placed  on  the  attraction  of  industry  to  small  towns  over  the  State.  Some  degree 
of  urbanization  may  be  expected  wherever  there  are  small  towns  in  the  trade 
area. 

Natural  Increase  and  Net  Migration  Method — The  third  estimate  of  Cumberland 
County's  1980  population  is  based  on  estimates  of  natural  increase  and  net  mi- 
gration. The  births, deaths, and  natural  increase  for  Cumberland  County  for  each 
year  between  1940  and  1960  are  shown  in  Table  23.  Between  1940  and  1950, 
there  wasa  total  of  21,806  births  and  6, 1 17  deaths.  The  natural  increase  there- 
fore was  15,689 — an  average  of  about  1,600  per  year.  The  total  increase  for 
the  period  was  36,686.  The  difference  between  total  increase  and  the  natural 
increase  was  20, 997,  which  has  been  attributed  to  net  ?n-migration  occurring  at 
an  average  of  2, 100  persons  per  year. 

Between  1950  and  1960,  the  County's  natural  increase  was  39,017.  The 
total  increase  for  this  period  was  52,412.  This  means  that  there  was  a  net  in- 
migration  of  13,395  persons  or  an  average  of  about  1,300  persons  per  year. 

Growth  between  1940  and  1950  was  mostly  due  to  in-migration  resulting 
from  the  rapid  expansion  of  the  County's  military  facilities  and  the  expansion  in 
retail  trade  and  services  that  followed.  Between  1950  and  1960,  in-migration 
was  not  as  great,  but  increased  birth  rates  more  than  made  up  for  the  lower  net 
in-migration  rate. 

A  comparison  of  the  natural  increase  rate  for  the  Nation  with  that  forCum- 
berland  County  points  up  the  fact  that  the  County's  population  is  a  highly  fertile 
one.    In  1960,  the  net  increase  to  the  United  States'  population  stood  at  15 per 
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FIGURE     7 

CUMBERLAND     COUNTY'S     SHARE 

OF    TOTAL    U.  S.    POPULATION 
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FIGURE     8 

STEPDOWN     FROM    U.  S.    POPULATION     TO    CUMBERLAND    COUNTY 

THROUGH      INTERMEDIATE     AREAS 
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TABLE  23 
VITAL  STATISTICS  FOR  CUMBERLAND  COUNTY,  1940-1960 


Natural 

Year 

Births 

Deaths 

Increase 

1940  (3/4) 

939 

400 

539 

1941 

1,610 

637 

973 

1942 

2,135 

625 

1,510 

1943 

2,341 

673 

1,668 

1944 

1,849 

652 

1,197 

1945 

1,632 

551 

1,081 

1946 

1,904 

571 

1,333 

1947 

2,289 

592 

1,697 

1948 

2,930 

622 

2,308 

1949  3,317                       639  2,678 

1950  (1/4)                            860                        155  705 

Total                               21,306                   6,117  15,689 

Total  Population  Increase,   1940-1950 36,686 

Natural  Increase,   1940-1950 15,689 

Net  Migration +20,997 

1950(3/4)                       2,581                        465  2,116 

1951  3,812                       707  3,105 

1952  4,200                       663  3,537 

1953  4,410                       654  3,756 

1954  5,124                       693  4,431 

1955  5,215                       717  4,498 

1956  5,176                       722  4,454 

1957  4,768                       699  4,069 

1958  4,754                       722  4,032 

1959  4,808                       764  4,044 
1960(1/4)                        1,294                       319  975 

Total                               46,142                   7,125  39,017 

Total  Population  Increase,  1950-1960 52,412 

Natural  Increase,   1950-1960 39,017 

Net  Migration +  13,395 


Sources:    Vital  Statistics  of  the  U.S.;  Bureau  of  Vital  Statistics  of  the  N.  C. 
State  Board  of  Health;  and  U.S.  Censuses  of  Population. 
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1,000  population  per  year.  This  is  based  on  a  national  birth  rate  of  24per  1,000 
population,  and  a  death  rate  which  stood  at  9  per  1,000  population.1  Cumber- 
land County,  on  the  other  hand,  is  experiencing  a  far  higher  natural  increase 
rate,  although  some  of  this  increase  leaves  the  area  in  military  migrations.  The 
natural  increase  rate  for  the  County  stood  at  29.2  in  1960,  based  on  a  birth  rate 
of  34.6  per  1,000  population  and  a  death  rate  of  5.4  per  1,000  population. 

In  order  to  estimate  the  1980  population, assumptions  had  to  be  made  about 
these  rates  for  the  period  from  1960  to  1980.  As  Figure  9  shows,  the  most  stable 
of  these  rates  is  the  death  rate.  It  has  been  gradually  declining  for  a  number  of 
years  and  appears  to  have  leveled  off  since  1957.  For  the  1980  estimates  it  was 
assumed  that  the  death  rate  would  remain  almost  level,  declining  only  slightly 
from  5.3  in  1960  to  5.0  in  1980. 

The  birth  rate  reached  its  highest  peak  in  1954, and  has  been  declining  in 
recent  years.  For  the  1980  estimate  it  was  assumed  that  this  decline  would  con- 
tinue until  about  1970.  At  about  that  time,  the  large  number  of  children  born 
in  the  late  40's  and  the50's  will  begin  to  reach  child-bearing  age, and  the  birth 
rate  will  probably  experience  an  increase  through  1980. 

The  net  migration  rates,  shown  in  Figure  10,  correlate  very  closely  to  the 
ups  and  downs  of  the  strength  of  Fort  Bragg.  The  rate  jumped  up  when  the  Bragg 
strength  increased  in  the  early  40's  and  50's.  It  decreased  after  each  of  these 
peak  periods,  and  has  been  fairly  constant  since  1957.  In  this  study,  we  have 
assumed  that  the  net  migration  rate  will  remain  constant  at  about  8  persons  per 
1,000  population  per  year  during  the  period  from  1960  to  1980.  This  amounts  to 
holding  the  rate  constant  at  about  the  level  where  it  tapered  off  in  1960. 

Of  course, all  these  rates  are  based  on  assuming  a  constant  increase  in  the 
County's  total  population  each  year  between  censuses.  This  assumption, although 
not  entirely  accurate,  had  to  be  made  in  order  to  derive  the  estimated  rates.  The 
errors  that  are  made  by  this  assumption ,however,  tend  to  offset  one  another  year 
by  year  and  to  "average  out"  so  that  they  present  a  reasonably  accurate  picture 
of  actual  trends. 

TABLE  24 
COUNTY  POPULATION  ESTIMATES  BASED  ON 
NATURAL  INCREASE  AND  NET  MIGRATION 

1930  1940  1950  I960  1970  1980 

45,219  59,320  96,006  148,413  201,000  274,000 

^U.  S.  Bureau  of  the  Census,  Our  Growing  Population,  (Washington:  U.  S. 
Govt.  Printing  Office),   1961. 
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FIGURE     9 
CUMBERLAND    COUNTY    ESTIMATED 
BIRTH   AND    DEATH    RATES 
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FIGURE      10 

CUMBERLAND     COUNTY    ESTIMATED 

NATURAL     INCREASE     AND     NET    MIGRATION     RATES 
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These  estimated  future  rates  were  applied  to  the  1960  population  of  Cum- 
berland County  to  derive  a  1961  population.  The  rates  were  then  applied  to  the 
1961  population  and  yielded  a  figure  for  1962.  This  procedure  was  repeated  for 
each  year  until  the  1980  estimate  was  reached .  The  County's  estimated  1980 
population  was  274,000  persons. 

Mathematical  Projection — The  fourth  estimate  of  the  County's  1980  population 
was  made  by  projecting  the  trend  in  the  County's  rate  of  growth  since  1920  to 
1980.  The  method  used  was  to  fit  a  semi -logarithmic  curve  to  the  County's  po- 
pulation figures.  When  plotted  on  semi-logarithmic  graph  paper,  this  type  of 
curve  appears  as  a  straight  line.  Implicit  in  this  procedure  is  the  assumption  that 
the  County's  population  will  increase  at  a  constant  rate  each  decade  based  on 
the  rates  established  since  1920.  In  this  case,  the  1980  estimate  of  the  County's 
population  amounted  to  287,000  persons.    (See  Figure  11 .) 


980  Population  Estimates  for  the  City  of  Fayetteville  and  the  Planning  Area 


The  population  of  the  City  of  Fayetteville  and  the  planning  area, as  a  per 
cent  of  the  County's  total  population  from  1920  to  1960,  are  shown  in  Table  25. 
This  table  also  shows  the  1980  estimates  for  these  areas.  The  1940  and  1950  po- 
pulations shown  for  the  planning  area  are  estimates  based  on  a  study  of  the  census 
enumeration  districts  for  those  years  with  the  aid  of  a  land-use  map  for  1950. 
The  1980  estimates,  like  those  made  for  Cumberland  County, are  based  on  trends 
established  over  the  years.  The  assumption  is  that  these  long-term  trends  wiil 
continue  to  1980. 

The  1980  estimates  for  the  population  of  the  City  were  derived  by  apply- 
ing the  City's  projected  share  of  Cumberland  County's  1980  population  to  the 
four  previously  derived  estimates  of  the  County's  1980  population.  The  resulting 
estimates  for  the  City  range  from  100,000  to  110,000  persons. 

Estimates  of  the  planning  area's  1980 population  were  similarlyderived  by 
applying  the  planning  area's  projected  share  of  Cumberland  County's  1980  popu- 
lation to  the  four  County  estimates.  The  resulting  figures  for  the  planning  area 
range  from  152,000  to  168,000  persons. 
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FIGURE      11 

1980     CUMBERLAND    COUNTY      POPULATION      ESTIMATE 

BASED    ON    A   SEMI-LOGARITHMIC    EXTRAPOLATION 
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FIGURE     12 

FAYETTEVILLE     CITY'S     AND    THE     PLANNING     AREA'S 

SHARE   OF    CUMBERLAND     COUNTY'S      POPULATION 
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TABLE  25 

FAYETTEVILLE  CITY'S  AND  THE  PLANNING  AREA'S 

SHARE  OF  CUMBERLAND  COUNTY'S  POPULATION  1920-1960 

WITH  PROJECTIONS  TO  1980 


r-      u     i       >r-         di        -a  Per  Cent  of  Per  Cent  of 

N/         Cumberland  Co.    Planning  Area    _      ,      ■       ,  -        Fayetteville    _      .      .       ,  „ 
Year         _       .  . s  Cumberland  Co.         '     .  Cumberland  Cc 


Population 


Population 


Population 


Population 


Population 


1920 

35,064 

a 

— 

8,877 

25.3% 

1930 

45,219 

a 

— 

13,049 

28.8 

1940 

59,320 

28,000b 

47.2% 

17,428 

29.4 

1950 

96,006 

49,000b 

51.0 

34,715 

36.2 

1960 

148,418 

78,006 

52.6 

47, 106 

31.7 

1980^1 

261,000 

152,000 

58.4% 

100,000 

38.2% 

1980#2 

288,000 

168,000 

58,4 

110,000 

38.2 

1980#3 

274,000 

160,000 

58.4 

105,000 

38.2 

198Q#4 

287,000 

168,000 

58.4 

110,000 

38.2 

aNot  estimated. 

"Estimates  based  on  land-use  and  census  data. 

EVALUATION  OF  1980  ESTIMATES 

At  this  point  in  the  study,  it  was  deemed  wise  to  make  an  evaluation  of 
the  estimates  made  for  future  populations  in  our  community.  Since  the  critical 
unit  on  which  the  City's  and  the  planning  area's  estimates  are  based  was  the 
County,  this  evaluation  is  limited  to  the  implication  of  the  County's  estimates. 

Four  estimates  of  the  County's  1980  population  were  presented  ranging 
from  26 1,000  to  288, 000  persons.  An  analysis  of  these  figures  indicates  that  they 
can  only  be  reached  by  a  growth  in  civilian  employment  at  a  rate  far  in  excess 
of  that  shown  in  recent  decades.  And  yet,  the  population  estimates  themselves 
represent  a  slower  growth  than  has  occurred  in  recent  decades. 

There  must  bean  expansion  in  the  number  of  jobs  in  a  community  in  order 
to  support  population  growth.  Otherwise, as  soon  as  young  people  enter  the  labor 
market  and  find  no  opportunities,  they  move  to  other  areas  where  opportunities 
are  available.  So  we  ask  ourselves,  "What  do  these  population  estimates  mean 
in  terms  of  the  number  of  jobs  that  must  be  created  to  support  such  a  population?" 
We  do  not  at  all  pretend  that  this  is  a  desirable  population  for  our  community; 
ir\deed  to  support  this  population  there  must  be  a  corresponding  increase  in  the 
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number  of  jobs  and  other  supporting  economic  growth.  Population  growth  without 
supporting  economic  growth  can  only  mean  a  decreased  standard  of  living.  Our 
only  intention  in  this  study  is  to  derive  reasonable  estimates  of  the  future  popu- 
lation on  which  to  base  long-range  planning. 

The  highest  of  the  County  estimates, 288, 000  persons,  represents  an  average 
increase  of  39. 4  per  cent  for  each  of  the  next  two  decades:  1960- 1970,  and  1970- 
1930.  This  39.4  per  cent  is  considerably  lower  than  the  61 .3  per  cent  increase 
that  took  place  between  1940  and  1950;  and  is  also  less  than  the  54.6  per  cent 
increase  that  occurred  between  1950  and  1960. 

Therefore,  each  of  the  four  estimates  of  Cumberland  County's  1980 popu- 
lation represents  a  decreased  growth  rate  when  compared  to  the  two  most  recent 
decades:    1940-1950  and  1950-1960. 

The  next  question  deals  with  the  employment  implications  of  these  popu- 
lation figures.  How  many  jobs  will  this  growth  require''  This  is  a  difficult  question 
in  Cumberland  County  due  to  the  presence  of  military  bases.  Nonetheless, to 
answer  this  question,  the  place  to  start  is  with  the  total  labor  force. 

The  total  labor  force  in  Cumberland  County  consists  of  those  in  the  armed 
forces,  those  working  at  civilian  jobs, and  those  who  are  unemployed  yet  active- 
ly seeking  work.  The  total  labor  force  is  usually  expressed  as  a  certain  percent- 
age of  the  total  population.  In  1950, the  total  labor  force  in  Cumberland  County 
was  45.3  per  cent  of  the  population;  in  1960,  it  was  41.8  per  cent.  The  per- 
centage of  the  population  in  the  labor  force  can  vary  somewhat  due  to  the  pro- 
portion of  persons  14  years  of  age  and  over,  the  extent  of  participation  in  the 
labor  force  by  females,  prevalent  retirement  ages,  etc.;  these  variations,  how- 
ever, normally  result  in  a  change  of  only  a  few  percentage  points.  The  national 
figure  is  approximately  42  per  cent  of  the  population  in  the  total  labor  force. 
Since  this  is  close  to  Cumberland  County's  percentage  in  1960  (41 .8  per  cent), 
it  seemed  reasonable  to  use  42  per  cent  for  an  examination  of  the  labor  force  re- 
quired to  support  our  1980  population  estimates. 

Based  on  our  four  1980  population  estimates, this  would  mean  a  labor  force 
in  the  range  of  1 10,000  to  121,000  persons.  How  many  of  these  will  be  in  the 
armed  forces?  The  civilian  labor  force?  How  many  will  be  unemployed?  These, 
of  course,are  far-reaching  questions.  The  size  of  the  armed  forces  is  determined 
by  Congress  based  on  international  tensions.  The  size  of  the  civilian  labor  force 
depends  both  on  the  size  of  the  armed  forces  in  the  County  and  on  how  many  in- 
dustrial and  other  types  of  jobs  are  created  in  the  County.  This  latter  depends 
to  a  large  extent  on  the  leadership  that  is  being  shown  in  the  community  today 
andwill  be  shown  in  the  future.  The  number  of  unemployed  in  Cumberland  County 
depends  similarly  on  economic  growth  and  leadership  in  training  the  right  per- 
sons for  the  right  jobs. 
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TABLE  26 

TRENDS  IN  EMPLOYMENT-POPULATION  RELATIONSHIPS 
FOR  CUMBERLAND  COUNTY,  1940-1960 


1940 

1950 

1960 

Population 

59,320 

96,006 

148,418 

Civilian  Labor  Force 

23,931 

24,987 

32,797 

Employed 

22,351 

24,081 

30,932 

Unemployed 

l,630a 

906 

1,865 

Armed  Forces 

5,000b 

18,522 

29,170 

Armed  Forces  &  Civilian 

Employed 

27,351 

42,603 

60,102 

Total  Labor  Force 

28,981 

43,509 

61,967 

Labor  Force:  Population 

Ratio 

48.9% 

45.3% 

41 .8% 

Unemployed:  Civilian  La- 

bor Force  Ratio 

6.8% 

3.6% 

5.7% 

Armed  Forces:  Total  La- 

bor Force  Ratio 

17.2% 

42.6% 

47.1% 

"-■Includes  730  persons  on  Public  Emergency. 

°ln  1940,  the  census  counted  armed  forces  personnel  as  residents  of  their 
hometown — not  the  place  where  bases  were  located.  The  5,000  figure  from 
Devaney,  p.  7.    (See  footnote  on  page  48.) 

Source:    U.  S.  Censuses  of  Population:    1940,   1950,  and  1960. 


Suppose,  for  the  sake  of  argument,  that  we  make  three  assumptions  about 
the  armed  forces-civilian  labor  force-unemployment  relationship.  First  we'll 
assume  that  the  armed  forces  will  remain  at  about  32,500 — its  "planning  strength." 
Rather  arbitrarily,  we'll  say  that  unemployment  will  include  4  per  cent  of  the 
civilian  labor  force.  These  assumptions  yield  a  civilian  labor  force  in  the  range 
of  77,500  to  88,500  and  an  employment  figure  ranging  from  74,400  to  85,000 
persons.  In  1960,  however,  civilian  employment  was  30,932.  To  reach  the  1980 
employment  estimates,  the  number  of  civilian  jobs  must  increase  at  a  rate  of  55 
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to  66  per  cent  per  decade.  These  growth  rates  are  just  over  twice  the  1950-1960 
rate  of  28.4  per  cent. 

Secondly,  suppose  that  in  1980  the  armed  forces  included  the  same  share 
of  the  total  labor  force  that  it  did  in  I960,  or  47. 1  per  cent.  (Incidently,  the 
armed  forces  labor  force  in  Cumberland  County  has  been  growing  faster  than  ci- 
vilian employment.  In  1940,  when  the  census  was  taken,  armed  forces  numbered 
about  5,000,  representing  some  17.3  per  cent  of  the  total  labor  force.  In  1950, 
armed  forces  were  listed  by  the  census  at  18,522,  or  42.6  per  cent  of  the  total 
labor  force.  By  1960,  the  number  of  armed  forces  in  Cumberland  County  had  in- 
creased to  29, 170  for  47. 1  per  cent  of  the  total  labor  force.)  If  in  1980,  47. 1 
per  cent  of  the  total  labor  force  will  be  armed  forces  personnel,  then  based  on 
our  1980  estimates  of  the  population  of  Cumberland  County,  these  armed  forces 
personnel  will  number  in  the  range  of  51,800  to  57,000.  This  puts  the  civilian 
labor  force  in  the  58,200  to  64,000  range.  If  4  per  cent  of  the  civilian  labor 
force  are  unemp I oyed ,  then  ci vi I ian  emp loyment  will  range  from  55, 900  to 6 1 , 400 . 
In  terms  of  growth  rates,  this  would  mean  that  employment  would  have  to  in- 
crease from  34  to  41  per  cent  during  each  of  the  two  coming  decades.  This  is 
nearly  one  and  a  half  times  the  1950-1960  growth  rate  in  civilian  employment. 

For  our  third  assumption,  suppose  that  civilian  employment  increased  at 
the  same  rate  it  did  during  the  1950-1960  decade,  28.4  per  cent.  In  this  case, 
civilian  employment  would  become  51, 000  in  1980;  and  at  4  per  cent  unemploy- 
ment, the  civilian  labor  force  would  be  53, 100.  In  order  to  meet  our  four  total 
population  estimates  for  Cumberland  County,  the  strength  of  the  armed  forces  in 
Cumberland  County  must  range  from  56,900  to  67,900 — about  twice  its  1961 
strength  and  a   larger  proportion  of  the  total    labor  force  than   it  was   in  1960  . 

In  short,  the  only  way  to  reach  these  population  estimates  at  our  present 
civilian  employment  growth  rate  is  for  the  military  strength  in  Cumberland  County 
to  double  in  this  twenty-year  period.  And  this  depends  wholly  on  international 
tensions  and  military  and  congressional  decisions.  Anything  short  of  doubling 
armed  forces  strength  in  twenty  years  requires  an  increased  growth  rate  in  civil- 
ian employment  to  meet  these  estimates.  If  the  bases  remain  fairly  stable, civil- 
ian employment  must  grow  at  a  rate  over  twice  its  1950-1960  rate  in  order  to 
reach  the  population  estimates.  Yet  it  should  be  remembered  that  the  population 
estimates  for  Cumberland  County  indicate  a  slower  rate  of  population  growth  for 
the  next  two  decades  than  was  the  case  in  the  two  previous  decades.  These  1980 
estimates  represent  a  growth  rate  of  36  to  39  per  cent  per  decade,  when  the  last 
two  decades  have  seen  rates  of  61 .8  per  cent  and  54.6  per  cent. 

Growth  in  Selected  Employment  Sectors — A  detailed  examination  of  the  various 
sectors  of  our  community's  economy  and  an  analysis  of  their  implications  for  future 
growth   is  beyond  the  scope  of  this  study.     However,  for  a  rough   understanding 
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TABLE  27 

EMPLOYMENT  BY  MAJOR  INDUSTRY  GROUP  AND  PER  CENT 
INCREASE  BY  DECADE  FOR  CUMBERLAND  COUNTY,  1940-1960 


1940 
No.        % 


1950 
No.        % 


1960 

No.        % 


%  Increase 
1940-50  I95O60 


Agriculture  and  Mining 
Manufacturing  and 

Construction 
Trade  and  Services 


4,736    (21.2)  3,897    (16.2)  2,397    (7.8)        -17.7     -33.5 

4,830    (21.6)  5,382    (24.4)  6,262    (20.2)         21.3         6.5 

12,735    (57.2)        14,302    (59.4)        22,273    (72.0)  11.9       55.7 


Total 


22,351(100.0)       24,081(100.0)        30,932(100.0) 


7.7       28.4 


Source:    U.  S.  Censuses  of  Population:    1940,   1950  and  1960. 


TABLE  28 


GROWTH  IN  EMPLOYMENT  BY  SELECTED  SECTORS, 
FOR  CUMBERLAND  COUNTY,  1950-1960 


Sector 

1950 

1960 

%  Increase 
1950-1960 

Agriculture,  Forestry,  and 

Fisheries 

3,367 

2,381 

-38.4 

Mining 

30 

16 

— 

Construction 

1,947 

2,220 

14.0 

Manufacturing 

3,935 

4,042 

2.7 

Transportation,  Communi- 

cation, and  other  Public 

Utilities 

1,152 

1,619 

40.5 

Wholesale  and  Retail  Trade 

5,064 

7,728 

52.6 

Finance  1  nsurance  and  Real 

Estate 

445 

970 

118.0 

Services 

5,801 

8,776 

51.3 

Public  Administration 

1,359 

2,032 

49.5 

Industry  Not  Reported 

481 

1,148 

— 

Total 

24,081 

30,932 

28.4 

Source:    U.  S.  Censuses  of  Population:    1950  and  1960 
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of  past  growth  in  civilian  employment  it  is  well  that  mention  be  made  of  general 
trends  in  the  employment  picture  for  the  County. 

Although  total  civilian  employment  in  the  County  increased  by  28.4  per 
cent  between  1950  and  I960,  the  employment  in  various  sectors  of  the  economy 
varied  tremendously  in  their  growth  rates. 

Civilian  employment  can  be  grouped  into  three  broad  industrial  categories: 
agriculture  and  mining,manufacturing  and  construction, and  trade  and  services. 
For  Cumberland  County,  agricultural  and  mining  employment  in  1960  actually 
showed  a  38  per  cent  decrease  from  the  1950  figure.  During  this  same  period, 
manufacturing  and  construction  increased  by  only  6  per  cent.  Trade  and  serv- 
ices, on  the  other  hand,  increased  by  56  per  cent — nearly  double  the  growth 
rate  for  total  employment.  Trade  and  services  include  the  overwhelming  ma- 
jority of  the  County's  civilian  employment. 

During  the  1940-1950  decade,  the  picture  was  somewhat  different.  Agri- 
culture and  mining  declined  during  that  decade  also,  but  the  rate  of  decline  was 
18  per  cent — about  half  the  rate  of  decline  for  the  50's.  Manufacturing  and 
mining  employment  increased  by  22  per  cent  during  the  40's,  compared  to  only 
6  per  cent  between  1950  and  1960.  Trade  and  services  during  the  40's  increased 
by  only  12  per  cent  compared  to  56  per  cent  for  the  50's. 


FIGURE     13 

PER     CENT     INCREASE     IN     EMPLOYMENT     FOR     CUMBERLAND 

COUNTY     BY     BROAD     INDUSTRY     GROUPS 
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In  looking  more  closely  at  the  growth  in  employment,specifically  inmanu- 
facturing,  one  fact  stands  out:  aside  from  agriculture  and  mining,  where  the 
number  of  workers  is  actually  declining,  manufacturing  has  shown  the  slowest 
growth  of  any  of  the  remaining  sectors  of  the  economy  in  terms  of  employment. 
During  the  twenty-year  period  1940-1960, manufacturing  employment  increased 
by  only  517  employees.  In  the  most  recent  decade,  1950-1960,  manufacturing 
employment  increased  by  only  107  employees  for  an  increase  of  less  than  3  per 
cent. 

The  sector  showing  the  fastest  growth  between  1950  and  1960  was  finance, 
insurance  and  real  estate,  which  showed  a  118  percent  increase.  The  other 
trade  and  service  sectors — wholesale  and  retail  trade;  services;  public  adminis- 
tration; transportation,  communication,  and  public  utilities— each  of  these  showed 
increases  in  employment  of  40  to  53  per  cent. 

With  continued  growth  in  trade  and  services  employment  in  Cumberland 
County  and  concerted  efforts  on  the  parts  of  community  leaders  in  making  our 
community  more  desirable  for  industrial  development,  the  civilian  employment 
growth  rate  will  undoubtably  be  greater  than  the  28.4  per  cent  increase  that 
took  place  between  1950  and  1960.  With  allowances  for  the  expansion  of  mil- 
itary strength  in  the  County, the  1980  County  population  estimates  ranging  from 
261,000  to  288,000  seem  reasonable  as  long-range  planning  tools;  similarly, the 
1980  planning  area  and  City  estimates  which  are  based  on  these  County  esti- 
mates,seem  to  provide  a  reasonable  and  adequate  basis  for  long-range  planning. 


SUMMARY 

Cumberland  County,  the  City  of  Fayetteville,and  the  planning  area  have 
all  grown  rapidlyover  the  past  few  decades.  Thereis  every  indication  that  these 
areas  will  continue  to  grow, although  not  so  rapidly  as  between  1940  and  1960. 
Estimates  of  Cumberland  County's  1930  population  range  from  262, 000  to  288, 000, 
representing  a  rate  of  growth  of  36  to  39  per  cent  for  each  of  the  next  two  dec- 
ades. This  is  a  slower  rate  of  growth  than  the  54.6  per  cent  increase  that  took 
place  during  the  50's. 

The  planning  area's  1980  population  is  estimated  to  range  from  152,000 
to  168,000.  This  amounts  to  a  40  to  47  per  cent  growth  rate  for  each  of  the  next 
two  decades,  again  off  from  its  1950-1960  rate  of  59  per  cent. 

Estimatesof  theCity  of  Fayettevi lie's  1980  population  range  from  100,000 
to  110,000  persons.  These  estimates  indicate  a  growth  rate  of  46  to  53  per  cent 
per  decade.  This  is  somewhat  higher  than  the  rate  for  the  1950-1960  period  of 
35.6  per  cent;  however, annexation  plays  a  large  part  in  the  growth  of  the  City. 
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TABLE  29 
SUMMARY  OF  1980  POPULATION  ESTIMATES 


Method  of  Projection 

Cumberland 
County 

Planning 
Area 

Fayetteville 
City 

Direct  Step-down  from 

U.  S. 
Intermediate  Step-down 

261,000 

152,000 

100,000 

from  U.  S. 
Net  Migration-Natural 

288,000 

168,000 

110,000 

Increase 
Mathematical  Projection 

274,000 
287,000 

160,000 
168,000 

105,000 
110,000 

FIGURE    14 
SUMMARY     OF    1980     POPULATION      ESTIMATES 
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During  the  last  decade,  urban  growth  in  our  planning  area  has  occurred  in  areas 
that  are  not  yet  contiguous  to  the  city  limits,  thereby  forestalling  annexation. 
The  estimated  increased  growth  rate  of  the  City  for  the  next  two  decades  antic- 
ipates the  expansion  of  the  city  limits  to  gradually  include  much  of  the  already 
built-up  areas  in  the  fringe  around  the  City. 

The  task  of  estimating  future  populations  is  indeed  a  difficult  one,  and 
especially  so  in  the  Fayetteville  area.  Changes  in  international  tensions,  de- 
cisions by  congressional  and  military  leaders,  the  leadership  shown  in  our  com- 
munity in  making  it  more  desirable  for  industrial  location,  further  expansion  of 
Fayettevi lie's  function  as  a  wholesale  trade  and  distribution  center  as  well  as  a 
retail  trade  and  service  center — each  of  these  factors, plus  many  others, will  ac- 
cordingly affect  the  number  of  persons  that  will  be  actually  living  here  in  1980. 

On  the  one  hand  it  might  seem  that  the  population  estimates  derived  in 
this  study  can  easily  be  reached.  Cumberland  County's  rate  of  population  growth 
over  the  last  twenty  years,  if  continued  through  the  next  twenty  years,  would 
indicate  a  1980  population  nearly  one  hundred  thousand  above  these  estimates. 

And  yet  on  the  other  hand, these  estimates  imply  that  civilian  employment 
in  Cumberland  County  will  grow  at  a  much  faster  rate  during  the  coming  two 
decades  than  it  has  in  either  of  the  past  two  decades. 

In  long-range  planning  the  most  important  consideration  is  not  when  a 
certain  population  is  reached,  but  how  well  this  population  isprovided  with  com- 
munity facilities,  and  how  soundly  development  takes  place  to  support  this  po- 
pulation. The  basic  unit  for  long-range  planning  in  the  Fayetteville  area  is  the 
planning  area.  Estimates  for  the  1980  population  of  the  planning  area  derived 
in  this  study  range  from  152,000  to  168,000  persons,  or  about  double  its  1960 
population.  The  achievement  of  this  population,whenever  it  may  be  reached, 
will  require  commensurate  additions  in  land  use, provision  of  needed  community 
facilities,  and  the  construction  of  needed  public  works  to  permit  the  sound  at- 
tainment of  the  development  required  to  support  this  population. 

In  other  words, our  long-range  planning  will  set  up  guidelines  for  the  de- 
velopment of  a  Fayetteville  urban  area  that  will  be  about  twice  itspresent  popu- 
lation. And  the  indications  are  that  the  urban  area  population  will  double  in 
approximately  twenty  years. 
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APPENDIX 


TABLE  A-l 

1960  DISTRIBUTION  OF  POPULATION 
IN  THE  PLANNING  AREA 


City  Fringe 

Planning  „       .     .  Planning 

District  Populat.on  DI-trf  Populat.on 


1 

1,545 

21 

389 

2 

1,048 

22 

722 

3 

2,256 

23 

363 

4 

2,476 

24a 

3,434 

5 

1,971 

25 

2,222 

6 

2,253 

26b 

2,843 

7 

1,581 

27b 

1,638 

8 

1,395 

28 

818 

9 

2,387 

29 

479 

10 

4,292 

30 

186 

11 

2,938 

31 

307 

12 

1,552 

32  c 

2,304 

13 

700 

33c 

3,453 

14 

2,738 

34 

2,217 

15 

3,223 

35 

1,536 

16 

2,810 

36d 

3,411 

17 

5,049 

37 

765 

18 

2,091 

38 

522 

19 

3,255 

39« 

2,797 

20 

607 

40 

494 

CBD 

934 

Total  for  City: 

47, 106 

Total  for  Fringe: 

30,900 

TOTAL  POPULATION  OF  PLANNING  AREA:  78,006 


aFayetteville  North  is  district  24. 
bBonnie  Doone  includes  districts  26  and  27. 
cOwens  includes  districts  32  and  33. 
"South  Fayetteville  is  district  36. 
eEast  Fayetteville  is  district  39. 
Source:    U.S.  Bureau  of  the  Census. 
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TABLE  A-5 

1960  BONNIE  DOONE  POPULATION 
BY  AGE,  SEX,  AND  RACE 


Age 

Group 

Total 

White 

Non 

-White 

Male 

Female 

Male 

Female 

Male 

Female 

No. 

% 

No. 

% 

No. 

No. 

No. 

No. 

Under  5 

523 

(11.7) 

444 

(9.9) 

505 

429 

18 

15 

5-9 

247 

(5.5) 

239 

(5.3) 

224 

221 

23 

18 

10-14 

158 

(3.5) 

141 

(3.2) 

143 

123 

15 

18 

15-19 

103 

(  2.3) 

258 

(5.8) 

95 

240 

8 

18 

20-24 

403 

(  9.0) 

395 

(8.8) 

396 

381 

7 

14 

25-29 

280 

(  6.2) 

241 

(5.4) 

271 

223 

9 

18 

30-34 

170 

(  3.8) 

168 

(3.8) 

160 

155 

10 

13 

35-39 

128 

(  2.9) 

114 

(2.5) 

126 

103 

2 

11 

40-44 

93 

(2.1) 

59 

(1.3) 

87 

54 

6 

5 

45-49 

47 

(   1.0) 

51 

0.1) 

40 

44 

7 

7 

50-54 

40 

(     -9) 

34 

(  .8) 

34 

27 

6 

7 

55-59 

27 

(     -6) 

26 

(  .6) 

20 

19 

7 

7 

60-64 

17 

(     .4) 

23 

(  -5) 

15 

19 

2 

4 

65-69 

17 

(     .4) 

7 

(  -2) 

12 

2 

5 

5 

70-74 

6 

(     .1) 

11 

(  .2) 

5 

11 

1 

0 

75     + 

5 

(     -1) 

6 

(  .1) 

2 

4 

3 

2 

Total 

2,264 

(50.5)      2 

,217 

(49.5) 

2,135 

2,055 

129 

162 

Source:    U 

.  S.  Census  of  Population 

1960. 
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TABLE  A-6 

1960  EAST  FAYETTE VI LLE  POPULATION 
BY  AGE,  SEX,  AND  RACE 


Age 
Group 

Total 

White 

Non-White 

Male 

Female 

Male 

Female 

Male 

Female 

No. 

% 

No. 

% 

No. 

No. 

No. 

No. 

Under  5 

194 

(6.9) 

209 

(7.5) 

116 

114 

78 

95 

5-9 

177 

(6.3) 

218 

(7.8) 

115 

121 

62 

97 

10-14 

190 

(6.8) 

170 

(6.1) 

113 

118 

77 

52 

15-19 

107 

(3.8) 

128 

(4.6) 

75 

92 

32 

36 

20-24 

72 

(2.6) 

116 

(4.1) 

60 

83 

12 

33 

25-29 

90 

(3.2) 

92 

(3.3) 

72 

65 

18 

27 

30-34 

98 

(3.5) 

105 

(3.8) 

75 

69 

23 

36 

35-39 

89 

(3.2) 

109 

(3.9) 

55 

80 

34 

29 

40-44 

76 

(2.7) 

74 

(2.6) 

56 

55 

20 

19 

45-49 

75 

(2.7) 

69 

(2.5) 

51 

45 

24 

24 

50-54 

49 

(1.8) 

51 

0.8) 

29 

36 

20 

15 

55-59 

34 

(1.2) 

34 

(1.2) 

30 

24 

4 

10 

60-64 

25 

(  .9) 

32 

(l.D 

19 

21 

6 

11 

65-69 

25 

(  -9) 

21 

(  .8) 

18 

16 

7 

5 

70-74 

17 

(   -6) 

20 

(  -7) 

11 

15 

6 

5 

75     + 

15 

(  -5) 

16 

(  -6) 

8 

10 

7 

6 

Total 

1,333 

(47.6) 

1,464 

(52.4) 

903 

964 

430 

500 

Source:    U , 

,  S.  Census  of 

Population:  1960. 

TABLE  A-7 

1960  FAYETTEVILLE  NORTH  POPULATION 
BY  AGE,  SEX,  AND  RACE 


Age 
Group 

Total 

White 

Non-White 

Male                      Female 

Male       Female 

Male     Female 

No.        %              No.        % 

No.          No. 

No.        No. 

Under  5 

323 

[10.5) 

358 

(H.7) 

106 

144 

217 

214 

5-9 

178 

[5.8) 

196 

(6.4) 

65 

60 

113 

136 

10-14 

112 

[  3.6) 

115 

(3.7) 

26 

32 

86 

83 

15-19 

79 

f2.6) 

143 

(4.7) 

31 

57 

48 

86 

20-24 

169 

[  5.5) 

192 

(6.3) 

84 

84 

85 

108 

25-29 

165 

[5.4) 

170 

(5.5) 

67 

68 

98 

102 

30-34 

121 

[  3.9) 

124 

(4.0) 

49 

39 

72 

85 

35-39 

101 

[  3.3) 

100 

(3.3) 

39 

38 

62 

62 

40-44 

64 

[2.1) 

64 

(2.1) 

22 

20 

42 

44 

45-49 

48 

[  L6) 

54 

(  1.8) 

19 

21 

29 

33 

50-54 

27 

[     -9) 

27 

(     -9) 

14 

6 

13 

21 

55-59 

19 

[     .6) 

23 

(     .7) 

7 

9 

12 

14 

60-64 

17 

[     .5) 

13 

(     .4) 

7 

4 

10 

9 

65-69 

11 

[     -4) 

14 

(     .4) 

4 

5 

7 

9 

70-74 

9 

[     .3) 

9 

(     .3) 

1 

5 

8 

4 

75     + 

14 

[     -4) 

12 

(     -4) 

6 

5 

8 

7 

Total 

1,457 

[47.4)       1 

,614 

(52.6) 

547 

597 

910 

1,017 

Source:    U 

S.  Cens 

us  of  Population 

:  1960. 
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TABLE  A-8 

1960  OWENS  POPULATION 
BY  AGE,  SEX,  AND  RACE 


Age 
Group 

Total 

White               Non-White 

Male 

Female 

Male       Female    Male    Female 

No.      % 

No.      % 

No.          No.        No.        No. 

Under  5 

497 

(9.6) 

492 

(9.4) 

490 

486 

7 

6 

5-9 

408 

(7.8) 

379 

(7.3) 

406 

376 

2 

3 

10-14 

232 

(4.5) 

237 

(4.5) 

229 

233 

3 

4 

15-19 

117 

(2.3) 

121 

(2.3) 

115 

117 

2 

4 

20-24 

128 

(2.5) 

229 

(4.4) 

126 

224 

2 

5 

25-29 

277 

(5.3) 

337 

(6.4) 

275 

331 

2 

6 

30-34 

321 

(6.2) 

297 

(5.7) 

321 

296 

0 

1 

35-39 

247 

(4.5) 

231 

(4.4) 

245 

229 

2 

2 

40-44 

148 

(2.9) 

117 

(2.2) 

147 

116 

1 

1 

45-49 

103 

(2.0) 

71 

0.6) 

102 

68 

1 

3 

50-54 

30 

(  .6) 

36 

(  .7) 

29 

36 

1 

0 

55-59 

16 

(   .3) 

20 

(  .4) 

16 

18 

0 

2 

60-64 

20 

(  .4) 

30 

(  .6) 

19 

29 

1 

1 

65-69 

13 

(  .2) 

21 

(  .4) 

12 

19 

1 

2 

70-74 

7 

(  .1) 

12 

(  -2) 

6 

12 

1 

0 

75     + 

4 

(  .1) 

9 

(  -2) 

4 

9 

0 

0 

Total 

2,568 

(49.3) 

2,639 

(50.7) 

2,542 

2,599 

26 

40 

Source:    U 

.  S.  Census  of 

Population:     1960. 
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TABLE  A-9 


1960  SOUTH  FAYETTE VI LLE  POPULATION 
BY  AGE,  RACE,  AND  SEX 


Age 
Group 


Total 

Male  Female 

No.      %  No.       % 


White 
Male       Female 
No.  No. 


Non-White 
Male  Femal< 
No.         No. 


Under  5 

266 

(7.8) 

274 

(8.0) 

164 

163 

102 

111 

5-9 

224 

(6.6) 

216 

(6.3) 

141 

137 

83 

79 

10-14 

187 

(5.5) 

185 

(5.4) 

136 

125 

51 

60 

15-19 

135 

(4.0) 

156 

(4.6) 

93 

116 

42 

40 

20-24 

139 

(4.1) 

138 

(4.1) 

108 

97 

31 

41 

25-29 

124 

(3.6) 

155 

(4.6) 

91 

100 

33 

55 

30-34 

114 

(3.3) 

130 

(3.8) 

85 

84 

29 

46 

35-39 

98 

(2.9) 

101 

(3.0) 

73 

73 

25 

28 

40-44 

86 

(2.5) 

92 

(2.7) 

63 

64 

23 

28 

45-49 

72 

(2.1) 

66 

(1.9) 

46 

53 

26 

13 

50-54 

75 

(2.2) 

59 

(1.7) 

64 

48 

11 

11 

55-59 

46 

0.3) 

57 

(1.7) 

36 

49 

10 

8 

60-64 

29 

(  -8) 

44 

(1.3) 

25 

38 

4 

6 

65-69 

30 

(  -9) 

31 

(  .9) 

28 

25 

2 

6 

70-74 

17 

(  .5) 

22 

(  .6) 

17 

17 

0 

5 

75     + 

19 

(  -6) 

24 

(   -7) 

18 

23 

1 

1 

Total 

1,661 

(48.7) 

1,750 

(51.3) 

1,188 

1,212 

473 

538 

Source:    U. 

S.  Census  of 

Population:  1960. 

TABLE  A-10 

NUMBER  AND  PER  CENT  OF  ARMED  FORCES  LABOR  FORCE  FOR 
SELECTED  POPULATIONS  -  1960 


Area 


Armed  Forces 
Labor  Force 


Per  Cent  of 

Urban  Area 

Total 


Fayetteville  City 

2,753 

56.4 

Bonnie  Doone 

945 

19.3 

East  Fayetteville 

32 

.7 

Fayetteville  North 

393 

8.0 

Owens 

712 

14.6 

South  Fayetteville 

50 

1.0 

Total 

4,885 

100.0 

Source:    U.S.  Census  of  Popi. 

lation: 

1960. 
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